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By Mr. HARRINGTON: 

H. Res. 508. Resolution; an inquiry into 
the extent of the bombing of Cambodia and 
Loas, January 20, 1969, through April SO, 
1970; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. McKINNEY: 
H. Res. 509. Resolutiodn expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
any individual who serves as the Director of 
the Energy Policy Office should be ap
pointed by the President of the United States 
with the advice and consent of the Senate; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. GONZALEZ introduced a bill (H.R. 

9589) for the relief of Capt. George Moore, 
Jr., of the U.S. Air Force, which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

SENATE-Wednesday, July 25, 1973 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by Hon. JAMES B. ALLEN, 
a Senator from the State of Alabama. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Ed ward 

L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Almighty God, Father of all, who has 
taught us that we are members one of 
another, help us to realize that we are 
one people under Thy rulership. Direct 
us that we may correct what is wrong, 
uphold what is right, and work together 
in harmony for the good of our land 
and the glory of Thy name. In this 
Chamber grant us grace to be faithful 
stewards of the high trust reposed in us 
by the will of the people. 

Through Him who is Lord of life. 
Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. EASTLAND). 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
following letter: 

U .S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., July 25, 1973. 
To the Senate: 
· Being temporarily absent from the Senate 
on official duties, I appoint Hon. JAMES B. 
ALLEN, a Senator from the State of. Alabama, 
to perform the duties of the Chair during 
my absence. 

JAMES 0. EASTLAND, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. ALLEN thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the read
ing of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Tuesday, July 24, 1973, be dispensed 
with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that all com
mittees may be authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 

go into executive session to consider a 
nomination under the Department of 
Labor. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of execu
tive business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The nomination on the Executive 
Calendar, under the Department of 
Labor, will be stated. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

read the nomination of Julius Shiskin, 
of Maryland, to be Commissioner of La
bor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, 
for a term of 4 years. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is considered and confirmed. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I move that the Senate resume the con
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg
islative business. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. At this time, in accordance with 
the previous order, the Chair recognizes 
the distinguished Senator from Connecti
cut <Mr. WEICKER) for not to exceed 15 
minutes. 

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1973-AMEND
MENTN0.409 
Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I have 

submitted an amendment to S. 372, the 
Federal Election Campaign Act Amend
ments of 1973, which, if adopted would 
make available to the voters, 2 weeks 
before election to Federal office, a com
plete report of each candidate's finances. 
This report would account for all sources 
of money raised and all expenditures 
made or obligated, before the election. 

The theory is that new regulations pro
posed in the amendment would bring 
the complete facts as to the role that 
money played in each campaign to the 
voters' attention 2 weeks before election, 
in plenty of time for the voters to make 
their own judgments about the role 
which money played in the campaign. 

Now, Mr. President, my amendment is 
not based on any academic theory. It is 
not based on some desire to achieve the 
idealistically impossible. Rather, the 
amendment I am suggesting is based on 
my own personal experience. Candidly, 
so far as I am concerned, far too much 

time was spent thinking about and 
raising money during my campaign. It 
was a situation which I confront, and 
most politicians confront, whereby at the 
end of a campaign we run into deficits. 
We are not so lucky as our good friend 
from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) who ran his 
campaign on $14. However, most of us 
end up with large deficits. 

Also, I had the experience, and most 
politicians do, whereby a good portion of 
the funds we receive come to us not 
before the election but after we have 
won. Therefore, the tribute is not so 
much for what we stand for but rather 
the power of our office. 

So in effect the amendment which I 
propose hits head-on these deficiencies 
which are as harmful to the candidate 
as they are to the public. 

This public disclosure would afford 
greater insurance against the abuse of 
our system of elections, greater by far 
than nP.w election laws, commissions, or 
provisions for stricter penalties. 

Public opinion is, by far, the highest 
enforcer of high standards in this coun
try. In its simplest terms, the amend
ment provides that as of a date 2 weeks 
before an election, no more contributions 
may be accepted, no more expenditures 
may be contracted for or budgeted for, 
and a complete financial report must be 
tiled immediately. To accomplish this re
sult, three separate amendments to the 
pending legislation would be required. 

First, the reporting section would be 
amended so as to require each candidate 
to tile a cumulative financial report of all 
contributions received and all disburse
ments made as of the date 2 weeks before 
the election. 

At any time past that point nothing 
may be spent except that which is clearly 
set forth in the report and made a matter 
of public knowledge. 

Second, the section on expenditures 
provides that no expenditures may be 
made in behalf of the political candidate 
after 2 weeks before the election for 
anything not reported as contracted for 
or budgeted for in the report of that 
date. 

Far from hindering campaign opera
tions, this amendment should be a bless
ing in disguise. Money could be spent in 
the last 2 weeks of the campaign, but 
only for items duly reported as contract
ed for or budgeted for in that period. 
This means that each candidate is re
sponsible for keeping cw·rent all finan
cial records, especially as the final pre
election reporting date approaches. 

Many persons might ask, Would not 
this be an impossible task to accomplish 
. in the period before election? Yes, it 
would, if, in fact, the candidate did not 
commence to k<eep accounts from the 
time his first dollar was received and 
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spent. This amendment would require 
him to keep up-to-date records and to 
keep his records in order as the cam
paign goes along. 

Clearly, any deficit or any huge sur
plus would become public knowledge be
fore the election, and such a deficit 
would, under the provisions of the bill, 
become a personal liability of the can
didate. This is by no means a waiver 
of the maximum limit established by the 
pending bill on contlibutions from the 
candidate's personal funds or those of 
the candidate's family. 

In effect, the amendment will force a 
candidate to make sure that he will not 
end up with a deficit. Again, I think this 
is of help to the political system. It forces 
the self-policing of campaign :financing 
by each candidate. 

In the future, then, the impractical
ity of deficit spending will compel can
didates to utilize improved accounting 
procedures, and will cause campaign 
creditors to reassess their practice of 
extending unlimited credit to favored 
candidates. Furthermore, this restriction 
is aimed at the postelection donation 
which has long been a significant factor 
in campaigns, and it is bad money that 
rides on a winner's new office. 

I would say that in my campaign for 
the U.S. Senate, about one-fifth of the 
funds were received after I won the elec
tion of the proposed amendment, this 
LOWELL WEICKER Or what he stands for. 
I think it is merely recognition of the 
power of the office of the U.S. Senate. I 
do not think it is right and with the adop
tion of the proposed amendment, this 
type of donation would be cut off. 

The power of the purse has become the 
most undisciplined, uncontrolled, and ir
responsible force in politics. Our method 
of financing campaigns has done more 
to demean the practitioners of politics 
and to discredit the political system 1n 
the eyes of the public than anything else. 
Therefore, the burden of responsibility 
for a clean and open campaign must fall 
on the candidates themselves. Thus, un
der the amendment I have proposed, 
each candidate would be required to 
manage his campaign with utmost care 
and candor. 

I do not think this is too much for 
the public to expect of a man who is go
ing to go into office and manage many 
thousands of times the dollars that are 
involved in his own campaign, except 
that this time he is dealing with public 
money. If he cannot manage the money 
of his own campaign, he should not be 
managing the funds of the United States. 

The candidate must ignore influence 
seekers and clandestine charades in favor 
of winning the confidence and contribu
tions of individual voters on the basis of 
personal qualification and a capacity to 
represent and govern. 

With the full :financial story of a cam
paign told before the election, the can
didate is fully accountable for the pro
priety and handling of his campaign 
finances. Perhaf}s the light of public 
scrutiny will diminish the role of money 
as a corrupting force in political cam
paigns. 

Finally, Mr. President, truly the in
herent strength in our democratic proc
ess lies in logic and high moral stand-

CXIX--1632-Part 20 

ards prevailing, rather than a strength 
based on money and dirty tricks. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE MORN
ING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. At this time, in accordance with the 
previous order, there will be a :.Jeriod for 
the transaction of routine morning busi
ness, not to extend beyond 10:30 a.m., 
with statements therein limited to 3 
minutes. 

Is there morning business? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

AMERICAN CIVILIAN PERSONNEL 
IN CAMBODIA 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, last 
week I introduced an amendment to the 
War Powers Act to extend the coverage 
of that legislation to include civilian 
combatants involved in paramilitary op
erations. I was moved to offer the amend
ment by the ever-increasing number of 
disclosures concerning our covert opera
tions in Laos. In the flood of recently 
exposed information, it is becoming ob
vious that we were led into the Indochina 
quagmire by an elaborate program of 
covert military operations and by a sin
ister effort to conceal the details of that 
program from the American people. 

Now, as we approach the August 15 
deadline for military operations over 
Cambodia, it appears that we are falling 
into the same pattern that marked our 
earlier experience in Laos. According to 
recent news reports, the United States 
has begun a program, staffed by Amer
ican civilian personnel stationed in the 
Cambodian countryside, to continue 
combat activities in that country with 
paramilitary forces. These reports are 
particularly disturbing because they re
flect an attempt to bypass the clear in
tent of Congress to terminate all combat 
activities in Indochina on August 15. 

In addition to our recent action with 
respect to Indochina, the 01iginal Coo
per-Church amendment to the Special 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1971, prohibits 
the use of appropriated funds "to pro
vide U.S. advisers to or for Cambodian 
military forces in Cambodia." This pro
vision was made even more explicit by 
a Case amendment to the regular For
eign Assistance Act of 1971. That pro
vision of law now reads as follows: 

In line with the expressed intention of the 
President of the United States, none of the 
funds authorized or appropriated pursuant 
to this or -any other Act may be used to 
finance the introduction of United States 
ground combat troops into Cambodia, or to 
provide United States advisers to or for mili
tary, paramili tary, police, or other security 
en· int elligence forces in Cambodia. 

There can be no doubt that, if the re
ports of civilian paramilitary advisers 

are correct, the administration is violat
ing the law. 

It is ironic that we should hear reports 
of secret activity in Cambodia at the 
same time the Armed Services Commit
tee is reporting the disclosure of secret 
air strikes over Cambodia prior to 1970, 
and the falsification of reports to con
ceal them. 

On April 30, 1970, President Nixon 
announced that American troops had in
vaded Cambodia. He also said that-

American policy ... has been to scrupu
lously respect the neutrality of the Cambo
dian people. 

But we now know that the President's 
statement concealed a bombing opera
tion that had been going on for a full 
year prior to our invasion of Cambodia in 
April 1970. 

our free press has again reported dis
crepancies in what this administ1·ation 
says it is doing in Indochina and what it 
is actually doing. If these reports are 
true they not only expose a discrepancy 
bet~een word and deed, but a discrepan
cy between deed and law as well. It is just 
this dichotomy that is contributing on a 
variety of fronts to the destruction of the 
vital fabric of our democratic system
a delicately woven fabric comprised of 
laws and the good faith execution of 
those laws. 

Mr. President, Americans are tolerant 
people. We want to believe that our Gov
ernment speaks the truth. But our toler
ance and our faith in Government have 
been sorely tested by false claims that 
national security as defined by a small 
group of men is more important than 
truth. 

The crisis of confidence, which con
fronts us is most eloquently described 1n 
the following quote by the President of 
the United States on March 8, 1972: 

• . . when information which properly be
longs to the public 1s systematically withheld 
by those in power, the people soon become 
ignorant of their own affairs, distrustful of 
those who manage them, and-eventually
incapable of determining their own destinies. 

We have not yet arrived at the even
tuality posed by Mr. Nixon-Americans 
are still capable of determining that a 
secret war in Cambodia should not be a 
party of our destiny. But if the admin
istration withholds information "which 
properly belongs to the public" about our 
covert involvement in Cambodia, we may 
well fine: that our destiny has been 
determined without our consent. 

If the President has decided to con
tinue U.S. military involvement in Cam
bodia by using civilian combatants and 
advisers, he should subject that policy 
to public scrutiny by seeking to change 
the law that currently prohibits it. 

Mr. President, I have today sent a 
letter to the Secretary of State asking 
for information about the news reports 
that our Government is employing civil
ian personnel for the purpose of under
taking paramilitary operations in Cam
bodia. I ask unanimous consent that this 
letter dated July 25, 1973, and two arti
cles which appeared in the July 24 edi
tion of the Washington Star-News, one 
entitled "United States Puts 'Advisers' in 
Cambodia" by Tammy Arbuckle and an
other by Tom Wicker entitled "The 
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Proper Word Is Lying," be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and articles were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

Hon. Wn.LIAM P. RoGERS, 
Secretary of State, 
Department of State, 
Washington, D.C. 

JULY 25, 1973. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I am writing to in
quire about recent news reports which in
dicate that the United States has begun a 
paramilitary operation in Cambodia similar 
to the one that has existed in Laos. These 
reports are extremely disturbing in light of 
current provisions of law which specifically 
prohibit this activity. 

According to reports, 10 American govern
ment employees have been stationed semi
permanently in provincial capitals of Cam
bodia, the first group of Americans arriving 
in April. Our Embassy in Phnom Penh has 
indicated that these Americans are State 
Department employees. Please provide me 
with the names of these employees and with 
a biographic sketch of their experience with 
the U.S. Government at your earliest con
venience. In addition, please inform me as 
to the mission of all Americans stationed 
outside the city of Phnom Penh. 

Thank you very much for your assistance 
in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS F. EAGLETON, 

U.S. Senator. 

(From the Washington Star-News, July 24, 
1973] 

UNITED STATES PUTS "ADVISERS" IN CAMBODIA 
(By Tammy Arbuckle) 

SvAY RmNG, CAMBODrA.-The United States 
has launched a program, staffed by American 
personnel in the Cambodian countryside, 
with para-military overtones and the po
tential for a U.S.-run private army on the 
Lao.<> model. 

The program has 10 Americans in it, sta
tioned semi-permanently in province capitals 
such as Svay Rieng, Battambang, Kompong 
Cham, Kampot and others. The operation 
was launched two months ago, although the 
first group of five Americans arrived in 
Phnom Penh in April. 

They moved into the countryside in early 
May and the second group of five followed a 
few weeks later. The ceiling of 200 American 
Embassy and related personnel was not ex
ceeded as cuts were made in personnel in 
other departments to make room for the new 
program. 

At least two of the Americans were engaged 
previously in the Laos paramilitary program. 

The present program is supported by China 
Airlines, of which Air America, the private 
company used in the Laos operation, is a 
subsidiary. The pilots are in many cases the 
same men who flew in Laos, providing sup
port for American-run teams in enemy-held 
areas. These Americans expect the same situ
ation to evolve here in Cambodia. 

China Airlines is opening a new office in 
downtown Phnom Penh. Americans in the 
field are supplied with radio equipment giv
ing direct contact with U.S. Embassy in 
Phnom Penh and capable of contacting air 
support and local guerrilla teams. Cambodian 
military sources here say a U.S. officials in 
Svay Rieng help with 14 three-man teams of 
"Black Commandos." 

A U .S. official here receives and collates ra
dioed information from the teams, and sug
gests' places where the teams might operate. 
Each team leader has a Cambodian cover 
name, similar to the Laos operating system. 

The teams, besides gathering information, 
engage in reportedly successful raids--usually 
rocket attacks on trucks passing down Viet 
Cong supply routes 10 miles west and seven 
miles east of this three-street town, the only 
Cambodian government holdout in Cambo-

dias' Parrots Beak area close South Vietnam's 
border. The teams also call in air and ar
tillery fire on the Viet Cong supply routes. 

The "Black Commandos" are mostly Cam
bodia border smugglers who know the area 
well. The teams were recruited by Cambodian 
Col. Mok Cheay and the United States only 
stepped in to develop them-a move remi
niscent of the U.S. development of Laos vil
lage defense groups in 1965 which later 
became private army regiments with l:.S. 
commanders. 

The Americans use call signs such as 
"Kipper," "Anthill" and "Easter Bunny," 
and airstrips have site numbers because Air 
America pilots can't handle Cambodian 
names, a system that was used in Laos too. 

There are Cambodian nationals in U.S. em
ploy who handle communications and re
porting in more dangerous areas under fire 
and coordinate local air strikes. These Cam
bodians correspond to Laos operational as
sistants. The Air America helicopters with 
U.S. officials do appear at hotspots and have 
come under fire, according U.S. and Cam
bodian sources who give specific dates, times 
and places. 

Although the program is badly needed by 
the tactically impoverished Cambodians, the 
U.S. Embassy appears to be trying to keep 
it secret. 

A U.S. official here denied running teams 
or being involved in military matters. He said 
his mission was military, political and eco
nomic reporting to the embassy in Phnom 
Penh. A top U.S. Embassy official said the 
same, asserting that Americans in the field 
were reporting to the political-military sec
tion of the Phnom Penh embassy. The offi
cial claimed Americans in the field are "an 
expansion of an existing program" to keep 
the embassy informed of Cambodian coun
tryside developments, but further inquiry 
reveals it's been a new operation. 

The official admitted previous field report
ing was confined to an occasional flight by 
members of the embassy's military-political 
section about once a month and sometimes 
as seldom as once in three months. 

The embassy does not say where the money 
for the program, including some of the new 
China Airlines contracts is coming from. It 
claims Americans in the countryside are 
members of the State Department. The em
bassy, at least until questioned by this cor
respondent, has never made a public an
nouncement of the program. Congressional 
investigators have been here making specific 
inquiries about such activities, but U.S. of
ficials concede they were not informed of 
plans for the program. The first five Ameri
cans in the program arrived 10 days after the 
investigator's departure. 

Meanwhile, a U.S. official in Svay Rieng 
conceded the enemy undoubtedly knew of 
the American presence in countryside and 
there was a possibility of grenade attack. 
They expressed surprise there had been no 
embassy statement of this U.S. presence. 

"It can't be hidden. We stick out like a 
sore thumb," he said, noting he was the only 
American i.n this tiny Communist-sur
rounded town. U.S. officials admit local air 
support has been expanded following new 
China Airlines contracts. 

[From the Washington Star-News, July 24, 
1973] 

THE PROPER WORD Is LYING 
(By Tom Wicker) 

The proper word for the Cambodian bomb
tne story is not dissembling or deceiving or 
protective reaction or cover story. The proper 
word is lying. And this long chronicle of lies, 
perhaps more graphically than the Pentagon 
Papers, shows the extent to which lying is a 
respected "option" at the top levels of the 
so-called "national security establishment," 
including the White House. 

For fourteen months, the Pentagon, the 
State Department and the White House re
peatedly insisted that Cambodian neutrality 

was being respected, while all conspired to 
keep secret the fact that in 3,630 raids Amer
ican B52s had dropped more than 100,000 tons 
of bombs on Cambodia. 

During that period, the left hand of the 
Pentagon lied repeatedly to the right hand, 
as documents were falsified to show the 3,630 
raids as having been launced not on Cam
bodia but on South Vietnam. Only a few high 
officials with a "need to know" were told the 
truth. 

(This raises the question how anyone 
knows what the real truth is, even today. 
If one set of documents was fixed, why not 
another? Maybe there were 5,000 raids; who 
knows? Were they lying to Dr. Kissinger, 
too? To President Nixon?) 

Even after secret war became open war 
in Cambodia, the lies continued. Last 
March and last June, the Pentagon sent 
deliberately lying reports, concealing the 
Cambodian bombings, to the Senate Armed 
Services Committee. The Pentagon spokes
man, Jerry Friedheim, knowingly distributed 
the same lies to the press. 

"I knew at the time it was wrong and 
I'm sorry, Friedheim said, when caught. He 
ought to be fired out of hand, but he won't 
be. It even appears that he may have op
posed within Pentagon circles the decision 
to lies to the Senate committee, which was 
deliberately taken at the highest level. If 
so, he ought to have quit out of hand, but 
he went along. 

Of this compounded lie, Friedheim's sum
mary judgment was eloquent. "We weren't 
smart enough to foresee," he said, the testi
mony of former Maj. Hal M. Knight, who 
disclosed the secret bombing and falsified 
documentation. They weren't smart enough 
not to get caught in the lie, that is; if they 
had been, they'd have told a different and 
less detectable lie. 

If all of this lying was originally to fend 
off increased domestic opposition to the 
Southeast Asian war, then to cover up the 
original lies, it was indefensible. If Prince 
Sihanouk had agreed to the bombing, and 
the lies were to protect him from the wrath 
of his own people, it was indefensible. If 
the lying was for both reasons, it was twice 
as indefensible; since either way it was in
tended primarily to permit the President and 
his war machine to pursue their war with
out let or hindrance from anyone, least of 
all the American people. 

Dr. Kissinger deplores the falsification of 
records. What did he expect, when he and 
Nixon deliberately ordered the falsification of 
the facts of the Cambodian bombing? Why 
should majors and colonels have higher 
standards than the White House? 

Gen. Earle G. Wheeler, the former chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Sta1I, expressed 
horror at the falsification of the records, but 
said that if the President had ordered him 
to falsify them, "I would have done it." Why 
should he be astonished that when some gen
eral ordered some major to do it, the major 
did? 

Worst of all, Nixon himself appeared on 
national television and told the American 
people on April 30, 1970, that since 1954 
American policy had been to "respect scrupu
lously the neutrality of the Cambodian peo
ple." And for five years, he said, "neither the 
United States nor South Vietanam has moved 
against" North Vietnamese sanctuaries in 
Cambodia. This was after 14 months of B-52 
raids on Cambodia, including the sanctu
aries. 

This was a deliberate and knowing lie, 
broadcast in person to the American people 
by their President. Neither the claim that it 
was not really a lie but a "special security 
arrangement," nor the contention that other 
presidents have done it, is a justification, 
both are indictments of the "security" mania 
that distorts national life. And this episode 
clearly calls into question the credibility of 
Nixon's television address of Aprll 30, 1973, 
when he claimed innocence of wrongdoing in 
the Watergate matter. 
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But whatever history may say, Yeats had 

lines for all these spokesmen and generals 
and diplomats and presidents: 

. . . weigh this song with the g reat and 
their pride; 

I made it out a mouthful of air, 
T h eir children's children shall say they have 

lied. 

QUORUM CALL 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further morning business? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

1\:r. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR ON S. 1560 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that during the 
consideration of S. 1560, Richard E. 
Johnson, John Scales, and William J. 
Spring of the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare be authorized to have the 
privilege of the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. ROBERT. C. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I would like to add Mr. 

Robert King of the minority staff. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR ON S. 372 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the minority leader, I ask unanimous 
consent that Ken Davis be granted the 
privilege of the floor during the debate 
and vote on S. 372, the Federal Campaign 
Act Amendments of 1973. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, is is so ordered. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore (Mr. ALLEN) laid before the Senate 
the following 'letters, which were re
ferred as indicated: 
REPORT ON TRANSFER OF CERTAIN FUNDS AP

PROPRIATED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF DE
FENSE 
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 

Defense, reporting, pursuant to law, on the 
transfer of certain funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense. Referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations. 
REPORT RELATING TO DINING ROOMS WHERE 

ATTENDANCE IS LIMITED 
A letter from the Associate Deputy Ad

ministrator, Veterans Administration, report
ing, in the negative, on dining rooms where 
attendance is limited on the basis of grade 
or rank. Referred to the Committee on Ap
propriations. 
PROPOSED DONATION OF CERTAIN SURPLUS 

PROPERTY BY DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
A letter from the Chief of Legislative Af

fairs, Department of the Navy, reporting, 

pursuant to law, on the proposed donation 
of certain surplus property to the UN Ko
rean War Allies Association, Inc., of Seoul, 
Korea. Referred to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

REPORT ON CENTRAL RAILROAD Co. OF 
NEW JERSEY 

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on the Central Railroad Company of New 
Jersey (with an accompanying report). Re
ferred to the Committee on Commerce. 
REPORT ON INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS EN-

TERED INTO BY THE UNITED STATES 
A letter from the Assistant Legal Adviser 

for Treaty Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
International Agreements entered into by 
the United States (with accompanying 
papers). Referred to the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled "Review of Federal 
Library Operations in Metropolitan Wash
ington," dated July 24, 1973 (with an accom
panying report). Referred to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled "Legislation Needed 
to Simplify the Federal Funding of State Em
ployment Security Agencies' Administrative 
Expenses," Department of Labor, dated July 
23, 1973 (with an accompanying report). Re
ferred to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General o! 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled "Social Development 
Activities in Latin America Promoted by 
the Inter-American Foundation, Fiscal Year 
1972", dated July 23, 1973 (with an accom
panying report). Referred to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 
REPORTS ON CONDITIONAL ENTRY OF CERTAIN 

ALIENS 
A letter from the Acting Commissioner, 

Immigration and Naturalization Service, De
partment of Justice, reporting, pursuant to 
law, on conditional entry of certain aliens 
(with accompanying papers). Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
REPORT OF NATIONAL HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, 

LUNG AND BLOOD PROGRAM 
A letter from the Acting Secretary of 

Health, Education, and Welfare, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report on National 
Heart, Blood Vessel, Lung and Blood Pro
gram, dated May 1, 1973 (with an accom
panying report). Referred to the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare. 
REPORT OF PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC ADJUST

MENT COMMITTEE ON COMMUNITIES AF
FECTED BY THE DEFENSE FACILITY AND AC
TIVITY REALINEMENTS 
A letter from the Co-Chairman, Presi

dent's Economic Adjustment Committee, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 
that Committee on activities affected by the 
defense facility and activity realinements 
announced on April 17, 1973 (with an ac
companying report). Referred to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

PETITIONS 

Petitions were laid before the Senate 
and referred as indicated: 

By t he ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore (Mr. ALLEN) : 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of California. Referred to the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare: 

"AsSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 57-RELA
TIVE TO THE EXTENSION OF THE FEDERAL 
EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1971 
AND VARIOUS SUMMER YOUTH OPPORTU
NITIES PROGRAMS 

"LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 
"AJR 57, Moretti. Employment. 
"Memorializes the President of the United 

States to reconsider his budget proposals and 
extend the Smergency Employment Act and 
various summer youth opportunity programs 
through June 30, 1975. 

"Whereas, The Emergency Employment Act 
(EEA) of 1971 was enacted by the Congress of 
the United States to reduce unemployment 
by providing state and local governments 
with the necessary wherewithal to recruit, 
train and employ the unemployed in public 
service jobs; and 

"Whereas, The EEA program has employed 
26,635 persons in California state, city and 
county government agencies, thereby en
abling the implementation of either new or 
expanded essential public services in such 
fields as police and fire protection, environ
mental protection, education and other social 
services; and 

"Whereas, The EEA program ha~ been 
especially beneficial because it has reached 
those usually hardest hit by slow economy, 
namely, the minorities, the young, the old, 
Vietnam vets, welfare recipients, and those 
otherwise disadvantaged; and 

"Whereas, Local governments in California 
have, with federal assistance, provided sum
mer employment, expanded recreation, and 
other support programs for youth; and 

"Whereas, These valuable programs have 
provided over 45,000 employment opportu
nities a. year, thereby enabling young people 
to continue their education; and 

"Whereas, These programs provide youth
ful participants with meaningful job expe
rience and training; and 

"Whereas, The EEA program and various 
federal summer youth opportunities pro
grams are threatened with termination if the 
1973-74 Federal Budget is adopted as pro
posed; now, therefore, be it 

" Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That the 
Legislature of the State of California me
morializes the President of the United States 
to reconsider his budget proposals and join 
with the Congress of the United States to 
assure the people o! California that the 
Emergency Employment Act Program and 
various summer youth opportunities pro
grams will be extended through June 30, 
1975; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and the Vice President of the 
United States, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con
gress of the United States." 

A resolution of the Senate of the State 
of West Virginia. Referred to the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs: 

"SENATE RESOLUTION No. 12 
"(By Mr. McGraw and Mr. Jones) 

"Urging the President and Congress of 
the United States to increase benefits for 
disabled veterans. 

"Whereas, Since the Revolutionary War, 
the American people, acting through their 
government, have provided certain benefits 
for disabled war veterans; and 

"Whereas, Disabled veterans have sacri
ficed their ability to lead a normal life by 
their service; and 

"Whereas, They are being denied the fruit s 
of American prosperity that they helped to 
secure, because of antiquated systems o! as
sistance; and 

"Whereas, The rising cost of living, chang
ing job qualification requirements and de
valuation of the dollar have reduced the 
value of the benefits now provided to dis
abled American veterans; therefore, .be it. 
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"Resolved by the Sewate of West Virginia.: 
"That the President and Congress of the 

United States are hereby urged and requested 
to increase the benefits given to disabled 
veterans; and, be it 

"Resolved further, That copies of this reso
lution be forwarded to the President of the 
United States, the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President of the 
Senate of the United States." 

A resolution adopted by the Cherokee Na
tion of Oklahoma, praying for the confirma
tion of the Acting Commissioner of Indian 
Affairs as Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 
Referred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

A resolution adopted by the Jackson Cham
ber of Commerce, Jackson, Miss., praying for 
the completion of remaining sections of the 
Natchez Trace Parkway. Referred to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMI'ITEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Commerce, without amendment: 

S. 1880. A blll to protect hobbyists against 
the reproduction or manufacture of certain 
imitation hobby items and to provide addi
tional protections for American hobbyists 
(Rept. No. 93-345). 

REFERRAL OF S. 2028 TO COMMIT
TEES ON BANKING, HOUSING AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS, AND COMMERCE 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Michigan <Mr. HART) re
cently introduced S. 2028, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing and Urban Affairs. I ask unani
mous consent that there be a dual ref
erence to that committee and to the 
Commerce Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first time 
and, by unanimous consent, the second 
time, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. HUMPHR;EY (for himself, Mr. 
MCGEE, Mr. PEARSON, Mr. KENNEDY, 
and Mr. JAviTs) : 

S. 2241. A blll to provide famine and dis
aster relief to the countries of the African 
Sahel. Referred to the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

By Mr. BROCK: 
S. 2242. A blll to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to provide for the establish
ment in each milltaty department of an 
engineering and technology academy to train 
persons in certain highly technical skllls 
needed by the armed forces of the United 
States, and for other purposes. Referred to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

S. 2243. A blll to amend the Department 
of Transportation Act in order to provide 
for an Assistant Secretary for Coast Guard 
Affairs. Referred to the Committee on Com
merce. 

By Mr. HARTKE: 
S. 2244. A bill to prohibit the importation 

of property expropriated from citizens of 
the United States by foreign governments 
without payment of adequate compensation. 
Referred to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. ERVIN: 
S. 2245. A bill to abolish the existing pro

cedure for increasing the salaries of certain 

legislative, executive, and judicial salaries. 
Referred to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. METCALF (for himself and 
Mr. BELLMON): 

S. 2246. A bill authorizing the Secretary 
of the Interior to issue certain obligations 
and to utilize the revenues therefrom to ac
quire additional wetlands. Referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and 
Mr. JACKSON) : 

S. 2247. A bill for the relief of the city of 
Asotin, Wash. Referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS (for himself, Mr. 
EASTLAND, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. BENT
SEN, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. CANNON, Mr. 
EAGLETON, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. MAG
NUSON, Mr. MOSS, Mr. SPARKMAN, 
Mr. TALMADGE, and Mr. RANDOLPH): 

S. 2248. A bill to amend title VI of the 
Public Health Service Act to provide for ade
quate outpatient care in medically under
served areas. Referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and 
Mr.· CoTToN (by request): 

S. 2249. A bill to amend the Interstate 
Commerce Act by adding thereto provisions 
authorizing the Interstate Commerce Com
mission, in its discretion and under such 
rules and regulations as it shall from time to 
time prescribe, to establish minimum re
quirements with respect to security for the 
protection of the p.ublic for loss of or damage 
to property transported by carriers subject 
to parts I and III of this act; and 

S. 2250. A bill to amend the Interstate 
Commerce Act and the Harter Act in order 
to provide a more effective remedy for own
ers, shippers, and receivers of property trans
ported in int~rstate or foreign commerce to 
recover from suface tansportation companies 
subject to the former act, damages sustained 
as the result of loss, damage, injury, or delay 
in transit to such property. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and 
Mr. CoTToN) (by request): 

S. 2251. A bill to amend section 22 of the 
Interstate Commerce Act so as to eliminate 
free or reduced rates for Government traffic, 
except in certain circumstances, and for 
other purposes. Referred to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and 
Mr. COTTON) (by request): 

S. 2252. A bill to transfer to the Secretary 
of Commerce certain functions of the Secre
tary of the Interior relating to encouraging, 
promoting, and developing travel within the 
United States, and for other purposes. Re
ferred to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. DOMENICI: 
S. 2253. A bill relating to lands in the 

Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District, 
New Mexico. Referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HARTKE: 
S.J. Res. 139. Joint resolution to proclaim 

September 23 through 29, 1973, as "National 
Dog Week." Referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. HUMPHREY (for him
self, Mr. McGEE, Mr. PEARSON, 
Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. JAVITS): 

S. 2241. A bill to provide famine and 
disaster relief to the countries of the 
African Sahel. Referred to the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations. 
AUTHORIZATION FOR RELIEF AND REHABILITATION 

OF DROUGHT-STRICKEN AFRICAN STATES 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I am 

introducing, on behalf of myself and my 

fellow members of the African Affairs 
Subcommittee, Senator PEARSON and 
Senator McGEE, as well as Senator KEN
NEDY, a bill to .amend the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961, which will authorize 
the spending of $30 million in the relief 
and rehabilitation of the six West 
African countries that have been strick
en by a catastrophic drought. 

The crisis in this area has been stead
ily intensifying. We receive daily reports 
of the human suffering, the threat of 
famine and the economic devastation 
caused by 4 years of drought. It has be
come obvious to all who are concerned 
about the drought--to the AID and U.N. 
officials working with on a daily basis, 
to the reporters who have spent weeks 
in the area, to Members of Congress, to 
thousands of Americans who have con- 
tributed to private relief efforts, to the 
African Governments and to the Presi
dent--that a major, special commitment 
of financial technical assistance will be 
necessary to avoid mass starvation and 
enable these people to once again feed 
themselves. 

The bill I am introducing, first pro
posed by Congressman CHARLES DIGGS, 
has been unanimously accepted by the 
House Foreign Mairs Committee. It has 
the full support of the Agency for In
ternational Development. It provides for 
the implementation of the administra
tion's policy as expressed by President 
Nixon and the Assistant Secretary of 
State for African Affairs, David Newsom. 

Assistant Secretary Newsom stated in 
hearings I held on June 15 in the Africa 
Subcommittee: 

I would like to stress that the drought 
crisis and our response is not just an effort 
to help friends who have turned to us in their 
misfortunes but it is also a. demonstration 
that we, the richest peoples of the earth, can 
extend a helping hand to the poorest. 

President Nixon stated in a letter to 
the Secretary General of the United Na
tions, Dr. Kurt Waldheim: 

We share your concern that the problems 
of dealing with the immediate emergency will 
become even more difficult as the rains begin 
and road transport problems increase. We 
therefore stand ready to provide further sup
port for internal transport, as specified needs 
are identified. 

As you have recognized, this region is faced 
not only with the immediate needs of feed
ing the hungry but also of rehabilitating 
water and forage resources, livestock herds 
and grain producing facilities to permit a 
long range recovery from the devastating ef
fects of the drought. This effort wlll require 
close collaboration among African leaders 
and the donor community. As specific reha
bilitation needs are more clearly identified, 
and as it becomes clearer what others are 
ready to do, the United States wlll be pre
pared to provide additional assistance for the 
Sahel to help overcome the profound effects 
of this tragedy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill I am proposing and AID's 
statement of support be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

. s. 2241 

Be _it enacted by. the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That Chapter 
3 of part III of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, relating to miscellaneous provisions, is 
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amended by inserting immediately after sec- · 
tion 658 the following new sections: 

"SEc. 659. Famine and Disaster Relief to 
the African Sahel-(a) The Congress affirms 
the response of the United States Govern
ment in providing famine and disaster relief 
and related assistance in connection with the 
drought in the Sahelian nations of Africa. 

"(b) Notwithstanding any prohibitions or 
restrictions contained in this or any other 
Act, there is authorized to be appropriated 
to the President, in addition to funds other
wise available for such purposes, $30,000,000 
to remain available until expended, for use by 
the President, under such terms and condi
tions as he may determine, for emergency and 
recovery needs, including drought, famine, 
and disaster relief, and rehabilitation and 
related assistance, for the drought-stricken 
Sahelian nations of Africa. 

"SEc. 660. African Sahel Development Pro
gram.-The Congress supports the initiative 
of the United States Government in under
taking consultations and planning with the 
countries concerned, with other nations pro
viding assistance, with the United Nations, 
and with other concerned international and 
regional organizations, towards the develop
ment .and support of a comprehensive, long
term African Sahel Development Program.". 

AID COMMENTS-AMENDMENT TO H.R. 7484, 
AFRICAN SAHEL ASSISTANCE (P. 20, LINE 9) 
This amendment would add a new section 

659 and section 660 to the Foreign Assistance 
Act. Section 659 would authorize the appro
priation of at least $30 million for famine 
and disaster relief and rehabilitation assist
ance for the drought stricken Sahel nations 
in Africa. Section 660 is a Congressional en
dorsement of p~anning for long-term needs 
of the area in connection with the UN and 
other organizations. 

A.I.D. Position: A.I.D. has no obection to 
this amendment. 

Discussion: During the past five years a 
drought has become increasingly severe in 
the Sahel region. The U.S. and other inter
national donors have focused on immediate 
short-term assistance to the affected region 
over the past year. At this time, it is appro
priate that the U.S. and other donors join 
with the affected countries to begin to plan 
for the medium and long-term relief, recon
struction and development of the affected 
areas. 

The $30 million which would be author
ized by this amendment is the initial esti
mate of the needs for relief, rehabilitation 
and related assistance. The Executive Branch 
would seek additional appropriations as 
needed for these purposes over the open
ended authorization for disaster relief pro
vided by section 451 (a). The use of funds 
hereunder would be consistent with the 
President's budget proposals for FY 1974. 

A.I.D. concurs with Congressional en
dorsement of cooperative long-term plan
ning for the preservation and development 
of the Sahel region. 

THE EXTENT OF THE DISASTER 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The poverty of these 
six countries, even in the best of times, 
is difficult to imagine. Four of them
Mali, Chad, Niger and Upper Volta-are 
among the 25 least developed countries 
of the world, with per capita GNP's of 
$100 or less and literacy rates of under 
10 percent. Mali normally has a per 
capita GNP of $60. Their GNP's have 
been cut in half by the drought. 
On~ relief worker has said: 
This disaster is not a sudden thing. It 

just keeps creeping up-creeping up. 

Donald S. Brown, Deputy Assistant 
Administrator, Bureau for Africa, AID, 
stated at our June 15 hearings that it has 
now reached the point where "the lives 

and livelihood of the entire region are 
deeply threatened." 

For these semidesert economies, where 
90 percent of the people depend on live
stock and farming for their livelihood, 
rain is crucial. For 4 years, rainfall has 
averaged half its normal level. This 
drought is the worst in 60 years. The 
water tables have fallen, and many of the 
wells are dry. The major rivers-the 
Niger, the Senegal, the Badama and the 
Volta-are at their lowest point since 
1914. At many places, they have become 
muddy streams people wade across, no 
longer navigable and no longer flooding 
to provide water for crops. Lakes have 
dried up. Lake Chad, once the world's 
best fishing lake, has been reduced 
to four muddy swamps, one-third its 
normal size. 

No one can accurately estimate the 
economic effects of this disaster. Esti
mates of shortfalls in grain production 
are being constantly revised upward, and 
now range from 500,000 to over a million 
met1ic tons. These countries have lost 
from 33 to 80 percent of the grain 
crops-millet and sorghum-needed to 
feed their people and the same percent
ages of the major exports they rely on 
to import additional food. Farmers have 
planted six and seven times, only to 
watch their seed bake in the ground. For 
many, there is no seed left for the next 
planting. Much of it has been eaten to 
avoid starvation. 

The major source of income for many 
of the people in this area-and the major 
export for some of the countries-is live
stock: cattle, sheep, camels, and goats. 
Between 30 and 90 percent of the na
tional herds are now dead..:-and the rest 
are threatened by starVation, lack of . 
water, and 'disease. The nomadic herds
men have had to -take their cattle far
ther south than normal in search of 
water and grazing land. In the south, the 
cattle are exposed to diseases to which 
they have no immunity and cluster 
around wells where there is no longer any 
grass on which to feed. The best cattle, 
the natural breeding stock for future 
herds, are being sold for slaughter, often 
at prices of no more than $3 to $4, so that 
their owners can buy grain. 

The human suffering caused by this 
economic disaster is even harder to 
quantify than the losses of crops and 
livestock. The FAO and relief workers 
have said that 6 to 10 million people will 
face starvation if relief efforts are not 
stepped up. Others say that, while 
enough food is now being provided to 
prevent this mass starvation, there have 
already been many deaths as a result of 
the drought and there will be many more. 
Old people and children have died, both 
from malnutrition and from diseases 
they were too weak to resist. 

For those who live, as Dr. Sam Adams, 
head of AID for Af1ica, has pointed out, 
"the margins are very thin, indeed." The 
food being provided is barely enough to 
keep them alive. Malnutrition is wide
spread. Added to this tragedy of physical 
suffering is the tragedy of a lost way of 
life. Most of the nomadic herdsmen have 
lost all their cattle. Some have com
mitted suicide, a phenomenon previously 
unknown in this area. Others have gone 
to camp around the cities, trying to find 

menial jobs, food, and water. Most of the 
major cities in the area have at least 
doubled in population in the last few 
months. 
. Nouakchott, the capital of Mauritania, 

has grown from a population of 40,000 to 
one of 120,000. The nomads want to re
build their herds and return to the way 
of life on which their unique culture is 
built. But they know that it will take 
years to do this, and that many will not 
be able to return at all. The steadily en
croaching desert simply cannot support 
the number of people who once lived 
there. 

In light of these tragedies-death, dis
ease, malnutrition, and the loss of a way 
of life for a proud people-the argument 
over how many thousands have starved 
to death and how many millions may 
starve is irrelevant. As both Assistant 
Secretary David Newsom and Dr. Samuel 
Adams have pointed out, relief efforts 
might well have been sufficient to keep 
millions alive, but they have not been 
sufficient to provide hope. 

People must be adequately fed, not 
barely subsisting, to rebuild their farms 
and their herds or to begin a new way 
of life. The commitment of these men to 
not only prevent starvation but also to 
guarantee a fresh start to the people of 
the Sahel is to be conimended. 

RELIEF EFFORTS TO DATE 
These six nations, proud of their re

cently won independence and deter
mined to solve their own problems if pos
sible; were reluctant to call upon the 
international community for assistance. 
It was not until March 1973, when their 
own reserves were totally depleted, that 
they declared their countries disaster 
areas and made an appeal for relief. 

Even now, with their GNP cut in half, 
their tax base eroded, their revenues 
diminished to the point where they can
not sustain normal government serv- · 
ices, and their foreign exchange reserves . 
reduced by the loss of export crops
these countries maintain a remarkable · 
spirit of self-help. 

As one Nigerienne omcial put it-
No one wants always to have to hold his 

hand out for help from other people. You 
want to do something for yourself, even if 
it is very, very small-you want to do som"
thing for yourself. 

President Diori of Niger has given up 
20 percent of his salary and has required 
others in the government to give 2 to 10 
percent of theirs for emergency relief. 
Private citizens have responded to the 
call to contribute. In Senegal, each work
er is required to contribute 1 day's pay 
to the effort. 

Those who have been in the area state 
that the governments' relief efforts are 
extremely well-organized and corrup
tion-free. 

There has been extensive cooperation 
among the governments. Shipments of 
grain to the landlocked countries have 
been given first priority in west African 
ports. Agreements have been reached 
among the countries to assure the most 
emcient use of their railroads in shipping 
grain. Migrants in ~ea,.rch of food have 
been fed by the host countries, regard
less of nationality. 

More than 22 nations, the European 
development fund of the EEC, the United 
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Nations, and several private agencies 
have responded to the call for asstst
ance. Initial contributions have been es
timated at 470,000 metric tons of grain 
and $30 million in nonfood assistance. 
The international nature of this effort is 
demonstrated by the fact that Soviet 
planes have been airlifting American 
grain into the region. 

For the United States, as for the other 
donors, awareness of the extent of this 
disaster has grown as we have become 
increasingly involved in the relief effort. 
We have learned that much more food 
than the 156,000 tons we originally com
mitted will be needed to avoid starvation 
in the coming months. For this reason, 
an additional 100,000 tons of sorghum 
have been recently released for immedi
ate delivery to the area. 

Internal transport needs have become 
evident. This is an international area 
with few good roads and railroads. An 
international airlift effort, including 
three American C-130's, was launched 
soon after the relief program began. The 
airlift will probably have to be expanded 
if seasonal rains isolate a number of 
villages or if trucks and railroads can
not carry grain inland fast enough. This 
amendment would provide the funds nec
essary to subsidize additional ground 
transport and to expand the airlift when 
people become cut off from grain sup
plies. 

Other nonfood needs must be met if 
the people of the Sahel are to survive 
this drought and rebuild their economies. 
The European Economic Community 
has been the leader in nonfood assistance, 
providing $22 million thus far. The 
United States bas provided $3 million. 
This aid has gone for medicine, livestock 
feed and inoculations, wells, storage 
facilities, agricultural tools, seed, and 
supplementing government budgets and 
foreign exchange reserves. 

The United States and other donors 
have become increasingly aware of the 
need to coordinate their relief activi
ties-both to assure the most effective 
possible response to the immediate emer
gency and to guarantee that this response 
is consistent with long-range develop
mentgoals. 

We have learned the hard way that 
past development problems have aggra
vated the problems of this area. Cattle 
inoculation programs, unaccompanied 
by better livestock marketing facilities or 
extension services to the herders, have 
resulted in herds too large for the area's 
grazing lands to handle. Well-digging 
problems have not been effectively 
planned, so that wells are inappropriately 
spaced. The development of export crops 
has been encouraged at the expense of 
crops needed for food and of crop di
versification. We want to make sure that 
the short-term assistance we are now 
providing does not result in this kind of 
long-term problems. 

Because of this need for effective plan
ning and coordination, President Nixon 
has appointed a special coordinator, 
Maurice J. Williams, to make certain 
U.S. contributions to the relief effort are 
consistent with what others are doing 
and with long-range development goals. 
The needs for effective coordination, and 
for a larger coordinating staff, will grow 
in fiscal year 1974. 

Every indication is that more relief 
will be needed in this region next year 
than was this year. At the same time, the 
international donor community, as well 
as the countries themselves, will be turn
ing their attention to recovery needs and 
a long-term development program. Mr. 
Williams, who is now charged with over
seeing U.S. relief in Bangladesh and 
Southeast Asia as well as the Sahel, will 
need a team of relief and development 
experts if the United States is to con
tribute effectively to the coordination of 
assistance to the Sahel in the coming 
year. 

Finally, it is important to note a grow
ing desire among private citizens and 
agencies in the United States to con
tribute to this relief effort. The Catholic 
Relief Services, the Church World Serv
ice, the American Friends Service Com
mittee, the Mennonites, and Africare 
have already made significant contribu
tions. Congressman FAUNTROY has 
launched an effort to involve American 
religious groups, especially black church
es, in relief assistance. In many cases, 
private relief agencies have dealt more 
effectively with such emergencies than 
have governments. It is my hope that 
their contribution to this relief effort 
will grow. 

RELIEF AND RECOVERY NEEDS 

Reports we have received so far on the 
drought have carried predictions of 
catastrophe if the rains do not come to 
the Sahel again this year: 

If the rains do not come the result, in many 
cases, will be death for almost all livestock 
and. perhaps, widespread death by famine 
in the region before Thanksgiving, 1973. 
(AID report.) 

There are no deaths yet, but if we don't 
get the rain I'm sure there wlll be starva
tion. (Mali relief officer.) 

No rain this year? I just don't want to 
think about the consequences. (WFP advisor 
who has lived in the area six years, Reginald 
Polaris.) 

An article in Sunday's Washington 
Post reported that "the rains have 
cheated West Africa yet again." They 
should be in their second month; but so 
far there have been only two false rains 
of 3 or 4 days. If this continues, if there 
is yet another season of no rain, the 
crop shortages will be even greater than 
last year. The remaining livestock will 
probably die. And massive relief efforts 
will be required to avoid famine. 

Even if the rain does come and is prop
erly spaced to produce crops, there is 
every indication that shortfalls in pro
duction will be greater this year than last 
and that the food requirements of the 
area will be approximately double what 
they were for fiscal year 1973. Farmem 
will have to rebuild their seed and food 
stocks, so there will be less grain avail
able for the nonfarm population. 

Food consumption per person will have 
to be higher than the present bare mini
mum levels to enable the weakened pop
u1ation to resist disease. Plantings this 
crop year will not be as high as last be
cause many farmers who have had to 
go to distribution centers for food will 
not be able to return home .in time to 
plant. Seed brought into the area tore
place that which has been lost and con
sumed is not expected to produce as high 
yields as the indigenous seed. And, final-

ly, additional food will be required for 
the nomads who have lost their herds. 

The airlift of food wm probably have 
to be expanded in the coming months. 
While there are conflicting reports aboat 
grain piling up at ports and not reach
ing people who need it, all agree that 
rains will make the few good roads in 
this region impassable. If the rains come, 
at least a temporary airlift into isolated 
areas will be necessary. If reports of the 
inadequacy of ground transport are true, 
a much larger airlift will be required to 
prevent widespread starvation. 

Needs for medical assistance will also 
increase in the coming year. Already 
epidemics of diseases such as measles 
have killed thousands weakened by hun
ger. Vaccines against measles and other 
diseases must be provided. Requests have 
been made for portable disaster relief 
hospitals to bring medical care to vic
tims of the drought. Because govern
ment revenues have fallen so sharply, 
even the normal health programs of these 
governments will have to be subsidized 
by outside donors. · 

Food and medical relief are not 
enough if these countries are to rebuild 
their economies to the predrought level. 
The recovery effort will require outside 
:financial and technical assistance. Re
search must be done on the kinds of seed 
that can best replace those lost in the 
drought; and seed will have to be pur
chased and distributed to farmers. A core 
breeding stock of cattle wlll have to be 
maintained-fed, provided with water, 
and vaccinated against the diseases to 
which they have been exposed in the 
south. 

Dry wells will have to be drllled deeper 
to reach the lower water tables, and 
new ones will have to be drilled, in order 
to reclaim the farmlands. Resettlement 
schemes will have to be started for those 
whose lands have been permanently 
taken over by the desert. 

These countries, among the poorest in 
the world, have little to invest in their 
own recovery. They will have to rely on 
outside support. Many donors, including 
the United States, have already begun as
sisting in the recovery effort. In early 
May the FAO established a Sahelian Zone 
Trust Fund for this purpose. As emer
gency relief needs are met, the task of 
rebuilding economies will become the 
focus of assistance efforts. 

LONG-TERM DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

The drought is not the only reason 
farmlands and pasturelands have be
come dry and barren in the Sahel. The 
people of this region face a more funda
mental economic threat than the 
drought-the steady encroachment of 
the Sahara Desert. In the last 50 years 
an estimated 250,000 square miles of 
arable land in the Sahel have been for
feited to the desert. In some areas, this 
"desertification" has reached a rate of 
30 miles a year. 

Many past development programs 
have helped accelerate this process. The 
drilling of wells and the vaccinati<>n and 
worming of cattle have resulted in over
grazing. During the recent drought, the 
encroachment of the desert was fur
ther accelerated as herdsmen killed trees 
by breaking off the branches to feed their 
starving cattle. 
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Development programs must now be 

developed to retard and turn back the 
advance of the desert. 

There will have to be a concentration 
on smaller, higher quality herds. This 
will require better marketing facilities 
for beef and an agricultural extension 
service that reaches the nomads, who 
traditionally view numbers of cattle as a 
symbol of wealth. 

Wells will have to be better spaced to 
insure that herds do not overgraze 
around any single well. 

The water resources of the region will 
have to be developed. It has been sug
gested that the Earth resources tech
nology satellite be used to locate water 
resources as well as survey cropping pat
terns. Plans to develop the Senegal and 
Niger Rivers, as yet unrealized due to 
lack of funds, should be put into opera
tion. Both these rivers irrigate little 
land now; and the use of their water 
could help reclaim land taken over by the 
desert. 

Finally, the productivity of arable 
lands could be greatly increased. Few 
modern agricultural techniques are used 
in this area. Farmers have not earned 
enough to invest in tools, fertilizers, or 
improved seeds. These inputs, as well as 
extension services, must be provided. 
Some have suggested that an alterna
tion of crops between grain and fodder 
and the use of animal traction would 
improve output. 

An alternation between millet and ex
port crops has also been proposed. The 
export crops would earn the money 
needed for fertilizer to increase millet 
production. 

The United States and other donors 
have been working on a grain stabiliza
tion system for the area. This would 
guarantee stable grain prices to the 
farmer and enable the governments to 
store grain for years when there was a 
shortage. 

Millet, one of the basic food crops of 
this area, is one of the least researched 
grains on Earth. Many believe that the 
technology that has already been used 
to develop the high-yielding varieties of 
wheat and rice could be easily trans
ferred to millet. 

All these are merely preliminary sug
gestions for what could be done to not 
only restore but also increase production 
in this area. Careful, detailed plans will 
have to be formulated and evaluated in 
light of the delicate ecological balance 
of a semidesert region before the long
term development effort can begin. It 1s 
hoped that some of the funds provided in 
this authorization will be used to provide 
scientific and technical assistance in the 
working out of a long-term development 
strategy. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I am 
deeply concerned about the growing cyn
icism over foreign aid. I hope it has not 
become so great that we will no longer 
try to feed those who are starving or 
contribute our agricultural technology 
and research · skills to the enrichment of 
the world's poorest countries. To turn 
our backs on such suffering would re
flect a poverty in spirit far greater than 
the material poverty of these six West 
African states. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join the distinguished chair
man of the African Affairs Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, . 
Senator HuMPHREY, and his subcommit
tee colleagues, in introducing today a bill 
to amend the Foreign Assistance Act in 
order to provide $30 million in relief and 
rehabilitation of the six West African 
nations ravaged by drought and famine. 

There can be no question today that 
this emergency relief fund is needed. We 
know of the extent of the catastrophe 
that has overcome these West African 
nations from the information developed 
last month in the hearing before Senator 
HuMPHREY's African Affairs Subcommit
tee, and from testimony given just this 
morning before the Judiciary Subcom
mittee on Refugees, which I serve as 
chairman. 

Mr. President, we learned this morn
ing that hundreds of thousands of peo
ple have fled their villages and the coun
tryside of West Africa in a desperate 
search for food and water. Livestock 
herds have been decimated. Crops are 
destroyed. The palm trees are blighted. 
New threats of epidemic and disease are 
casting their shadows over urban areas 
already choking under a wave of refugees 
seeking assistance. Millions face hunger, 
starvation, and threat of mass famine. 
Fiercely proud and recently independent 
people, who have struggled so hard to 
create a viable society within the reaches 
of the desert, can no longer turn to their 
land for survival. And as the magnitude 
of the disaster becomes more fully known 
we can only learn of even greater trag
edy and human suffering. 

The food crisis went unnoticed far too 
long. And the belated efforts to alleviate 
the anguish have already proven too late 
for uncounted thousands. 

With food and water and medicine in 
short supply, nearly 8 million people now 
await international assistance. Where 
starvation is not inflicting a heavy toll, 
malnutrition is, as once healthy people, 
weakened from hunger, fall victim to the 
ravages of sickness and disease. 

Despite a continuing flow of relief sup
plies to port areas, transportation prob
lems, and the confusion created by un
coordinated relief efforts, pose a danger 
to these people, who measure their needs 
in hours and days-not weeks and 
months. 

We have too long neglected our friends 
in Africa. And so today, we must do what 
we can to compensate for this indiffer
ence. 

Mr. President, this bill will help us 
better meet our humanitarian respon
sibilities in west Africa, and to respond 
to the international appeals for assist
ance. 

Food is the most fundamental com
modity needed to sustain human life. 
And so the threat of shortages is menac
ing. Even in our own country, with a 
history of surplus, families are acutely 
aware of a growing world food crisis. 
Many items are missing from our grocery 
shelves today-and prices have skyrock
eted for those that remain. 

But as we take steps to remedy the 
problems here at home, we cannot 
neglect hungry people overseas. We no 

longer have unlimited surpluses to meet 
all their needs, but we must do what we 
can with what we have. 

Drought and hunger are a tragic com
panion to millions of people around the 
world. And the human suffering it brings 
is, in many ways, more devastating than 
the toll of human conflict-for drought 
and hunger not only leaves proud people 
weak-but fertile land barren, and dis
ease and death in its path. 

Nowhere is this more evident today 
than in west Africa. And nowhere is 
there greater need for the funds provided 
in this bill. I hope it will receive favor
able consideration by the Senate, and 
I commend Senator HuMPHREY and the 
African Affairs Subcommittee for ·intro
ducing it today. 

By Mr. BROCK: 
S. 2242. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to provide for the estab
lishment in each military department of 
an engineering and technology academy 
to train persons in certain highly tech
nical skills needed by the Armed Forces 
of the United States, and for other pur
poses. Referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

S. 2243. A bill to amend the Depart
ment of Transportation Act in order to 
provide for an Assistant Secretary for 
Coast Guard Affairs. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, I am to
day introducing two bills on military 
matters which I have discussed today in 
testimony before the Senate Appropria
tions Committee. 

The first bill provides for the estab
lishment in each military department of 
an engineering and technology academy 
to train persons in certain highly tech
nical skills needed by the Armed Forces. 

The second bill amends the Depart
ment of Transportation Act to provide 
for an Assistant Secretary for Coast 
Guard Affairs. 

Mr. President, the need for this legis
lation, and the context in which I am 
proposing it, is fully explained in the 
testimony which I have presented to the 
Appropriations Committee this morning. 
I would, therefore, ask unanimous con
sent that those remarks be printed in 
the REcORD, to be followed by the text 
of the two bills. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony and bills were ordered to be print
e~ in the RECORD, as follows: 
TESTIMONY .BY SENATOR BILL BROCK, JULY 24, 

1973 
Mr. Chairman, my remarks today are based 

upon the premise that it is time now for 
stock-taking, time for a sober and unemo
tional reappraisal and re-evaluation of our 
defense policies, in the broadest possible con
text. 

It may be argued that stock-taking is al
ways in order, and of course that is quite 
true. Nonetheless, there are certain moments 
in our national history when such a response 
is particularly needed, and I strongly believe 
that we are at such a moment today. 

We have just completed the de jure phase, 
and are about to complete the de facto phase 
of a war whose military, political, and social 
and economic ramifications will condition 
our future policy for a long time to come. 

Yet I do not see out in the country the 
serious debat e and the serious thought about 
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the future of the American military which 
followed, say, the two World Wars of this 
century. 

After World War I, internationalist and 
isolationist leaders made that discussion the 
principal focus of American politics, until 
the unfortunate resolution of the issue in 
favor of the isolationists. 

A generation later, post-World War II 
America again engaged in soul-searching de
bate over its role in the world, this time with 
the internationalist view gaining the upper 
hand, with the result that American mili
tary force grew to become the greatest in the 
history of the world. 

It is important to note, too, that in both 
instances, resolution of the debate was fol
lowed by statesmanlike bipartisanship with 
regard to the foreign and military policy 
spheres. 

We are now at another crossroads in his
tory, but as I look about, I do not see the 
serious debate. Indeed, the dominant issue 
of our military posture threatens to become 
the matter of how high ranking a military 
officer must be in order to deserve a chauffeur. 

At a. time when we hold not only the peace 
of the world, but the very survival of the 
world in our hands, the situation is impos
sible. 

I intend no criticism whatsoever of the Ap
propriations, Armed Services and Foreign Re
lations Committees, whose members and staff 
deal daily with questions of vast importance. 
Nor is my criticism directed at the President, 
whose efforts in the international field must 
be greatly respected. But beyond the circle 
of experts, there is no genuine debate, and no 
genuine understanding. 

I have today written to the Chairman of 
the Committee on Government Operations, of 
which I am a. member, asking for the crea
tion of an Ad Hoc Subcommittee to investi
gate the problem of national interest coordi
nation to look into the various areas, from 
energy to economics to the environment, 
which cons-~itutes the national interest in 
our complex world. I would like to encourage 
other committees to consider the national se
curity aspects of their duties in a more sys
tematic manner. Commerce, Treasury, Agri
culture, Joint Economic and other commit
tees cannot possibly hope to do their job ade
quately without such consideration. 

Such activity in the Congress can addi
tionally focus the attention of the public on 
the question of the future of our national 
security, thereby further contributing to the 
much needed stock-taking. 

It may be inferred from my call for a new 
national discussion of foreign and military 
policy matters that I do not believe we al
ready have the answers to the important 
questions. Such inference is entirely correct. 

I am not even sure we adequately com
prehend the nature of the threat to our na
tional interests. Is it Russia or China? Is it 
something less tangible than a nation, is it 
infiation, a weakening dollar . . . or some
one deliberately weakening the dollar? We 
desperately need a better identification o~ 
American interests, and the threats to those 
interests. 

We also need a better organizational mech
anism, in both the Congress and the Ex
ecutive Branch, but particularly in the Con
gress, to look at the total of global, and now 
even extra-terrestrial policy. 

Only if we can determine where the pres
sure points are can we ever hope to devise 
a new strategy for the last quarter of the 
century-a strategy adequate to counter the 
threat. 

Consider for a moment the old strategies. 
In the 1950's, we called our policy "massive 
retaliation." Perhaps the word "massive" was 
ill-chosen and overemphasized, but we 
should also remember that the real key to 
the policy was the other word, "retaliation," 
and that John Foster Dulles called for the 
exercise of the policy at "times and places of 

our choosing." That concept was wise, and 
appropriate to the situation. 

The strategy of the '60's was called 
"tl.exible response," and in choosing the word 
"tl.exible" policymakers added a dimension 
to Dulles' concept. We should act not only 
where and when we chose, but also how we 
chose. 

This concept was well-suited for an era in 
which the Soviet Union had obtained nuclear 
capability, but sadly, we misjudged the ap
propriate "response" in Southeast Asia, with 
results with which we are all too familiar. 

If in the decade ahead we can determine 
the nature of our national interests, and of 
the threats to those interests, and if we can 
then devise a strategy for dealing with those 
threats, we can then engage far more sen
sibly with the third level, the procurement 
of the resources to implement that strategy. 

The members of this Committee, and the 
Congress as a whole, of course, are going to 
have to proceed now, even in the absence of a. 
better definition of the problem, and that is 
the object of these hearings. Until such time 
a.s new determinations can be made then, I 
would like to offer some suggestions to you, 
but I would like to do so in a manner which 
addresses some conceptual ways of looking at 
the military budget, and relates specific pro
grams to that concept, rather than dealing 
singly with specific programs as other critics 
have done. 

There are four principal thrusts to my ap
proach: 

First, we should develop a staggered phase
in of new programs, and phase-out of old 
ones. 

Second, we should develop a hi-low system 
where the highest quality, and most expen
sive items would be supplemented by a par
allel program for less costly but adequate
quality items. 

Third, we should develop a capacity for ca
pability without production in some areas, 
proceeding with research and development, 
but stopping short of costly production until 
strategic necessity impels further action. 

Fourth, we should develop better role defi
nitions for the various tasks of our armed 
forces. 

PHASE-IN 

The central idea behind the staggered 
phase-in approach is that expensive new pro
grams should not be begun at the same time 
as other expensive new programs. There are 
two reasons supporting staggering. First, our 
economic resources may be unnecessarily 
strained by concurrent development, and 
more efficiently husbanded by staggered de
velopment. 

Secondly, new systems phased-in at the 
sa-me time, are likely to become obsolete at 
the same time, thereby necessitating a second 
round of budget-busting concurrent devel
opment, or worse, a need for combat use at 
a time when two important systems may be 
out of date. 

Consider the Triad strategic concept, con
sisting of a manned bomber program, land 
based missiles and sea launched missiles. 
Some questions whether we need it at all, but 
I am not one of these. I think we do need 
the tl.exibility Triad affords us, but I think 
we need to devise a plan for proceeding one 
leg at a time. 

In proposing a staggered Triad moderniza
tion, I recognize that I am saying that it may 
be necessary for our defense to be inferior to 
those of another country in one of three 
areas at any given time. But I believe we can 
reasonably set up a schedule whereby tn the 
worst circumstance we will have superiority 
in one phase, parity in the second, and a. 
possible slight inferiority in the third. I view 
this as an acceptable strategic posture. 

Unfortunately, we are presently in the 
process of modernizing all three legs of Triad 
at the same time. Minuteman n is being re
placed by Minuteman ITI. Polaris is being 
converted into Poseidon, and B-52's are being 
refitted and ultimately replaced by the B-1. 

Accepting the idea. of staggered phase-in, 
we must set priorities. My choice would be to 
proceed with one, say the B-52, while cutting 
back on Minuteman m, and Polaris conver
sion. This would mean cutting $394 million 
for the final buy of 136 Minutemen, which 
money I believe could be better uSed in re
search and development in the missile area. 
It would also mean cutting the last $237 
million for Polaris conversion, which repre
sents the last 5 of the 31 Polaris submarines 
scheduled for conversion. This money or a 
portion of it, might better be spent on escort 
vessels or research and development into 
anti-submarine warfare. 

The B-52's are old and need improvement. 
Moreover, the missiles being developed for the 
modernization of the aircraft, SCRAM and 
SCAD, will be used in the next step of the 
manned bomber program, the B-1. 

The B-1 program, and the Trident sub
marine program represent the next phase of 
development in the Triad concept. We do not 
currently have a comparable program in the 
third area, land-based missiles, which is one 
of the reasons I suggest utilizing Minuteman 
Ill money for missile R and D. With regard 
to the B-1 and the Trident, however, I am 
concerned that we are beaded for another 
concurrent development-concurrent obsoles
cence cycle. Again, we must do the tough job 
of establishing a priority, one or the other. 

If we apply the staggered phase-in concept 
to the field of fighter planes, we must make 
our choice between the Air Force F-15 and 
the Navy F-14. Both are good, although per
haps somewhat overpriced, aircraft. But we 
cannot afford to acquire them both at the 
same time. Similarly, we cannot afford to have 
them become obsolete at the same time. 

In this particular situation, however, I 
believe we have passed the point of no return, 
the point at which it becomes illogical to stop 
a program. Both planes are well along in de
velopment, and so I would reluctantly sup
port continuation of both, while at the same 
time calling for better phasing in future 
major programs. 

A final area in which we may derive benefits 
from a staggered phase-in program is in close
support aircraft. Both the Air Force and the 
Army are advocating new craft in this cste
gory, with the Air Force seeking the winged 
A-10 plane, and the Army wanting a new 
Advanced Attack Helicopter. 

Both may ultimately be needed for flexi
bility, but both should not be undertaken at 
the same time. Why not proceed with the 
A-10, and delay the Army's helicopter until 
the A-10 has become fully operational? I 
would note that the Army does have the still
effective Cobras, while the Air Force does not 
hava a good support aircraft. 

HI-LO 

Everybody wants to have the best of everv
thing, but I believe that our military procure
ment policy should develop a hi-lo procedure, 
whereby we would be assured of having some 
items of the very highest quality, while at 
the same time filling the gaps with less costly 
items of adequate quality. I am compelled 
to this viewpoint not only on economic 
grounds, which are probably suflicient in 
themselves, but also because of my overrid
ing concern for tl.exible capability in our re
taliation resources. And, I believe, there are 
a number of areas where the hi-lo approach 
will increase that tl.exibility. 

Consider. for example, the question of 
tanks. The Army is requesting funds for a 
new main battle tank, the XM-1, which ac
cording to some reports Will cost a million 
dollars per unit. While the XM-1 will not be 
brought on in a one-for-one trade for the 
present M-60 series, the Army plans to build 
over 3,000 of the new weapons. Why not con
sider a. parallel program of lighter (and 
cheaper) tanks? The Soviets, who know a 
good deal about tanks, are building medium 
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and light tanks, and I believe that future 
military tactical situations may well show 
that there are many situations in which a 
lighter tank or even a very mobile anti-tank 
weapon may prove more valuable. 

As you will note, I am not suggesting 
abandonment of the XM-1 program. I am 
instead suggesting a hi-lo program of limited 
production of the big tanks and parallel 
production of a lighter item. Both economy 
and flexibility are served by this approach, 
while, at the same time, we would have 
heavy tanks available for use if a tactical 
situation, such as the one the Israelis used 
to such fine advantage, should develop. 

A second area where a hi-lo approach is 
called for is ships. At a time when the Soviet 
Navy is expending, at a time when the mer
chant fleet is expanding, at a time when our 
dependence on overseas energy is becoming 
acute, our Navy is shrinking and one reason 
is simply the cost of ultra-sophisticated 
ships. 

In 1972, the Navy had 279 escort ships, by 
1974, they will have only 191 escort ships 
barely enough to protect the fleet, much 
less the sea lanes and merchant fleet. 

I am pleased to see the Navy planning to 
purchase 50 patrol frigates, PF's, but I won
der if this will be the smaller, cheaper, ship 
we need. Cost estimates are up to approxi
mately $50 million which makes them as 
expensive as the larger DD963 class destroy
ers. 

We need a "lo-" to fit with the DD-963 "hi". 
And, perhaps private industry might be 
producing the answer. Avondale is building 
a "Frigate Internationale" that is scheduled 
to cost under $40 million. 

One of the reasons for the lower cost is 
that they are being built on an existing hull, 
the Hamilton Class of the Coast Guard. 
Would this be a good ship for escort duty? 
Coast Guard Admh·al James W. Moreau 
writes a.fter exercise with the Navy: "The 
performance of Mellon while serving with 
the Navy as a destroyer type unit during 
ASWEX RIMPAC 72 was outstanding. I ob
served with pride her enthusiastic and pro
fessional performance in the fast-pace multi
threat and multinational environment. The 
Mellon's tenacity, aggressiveness, and re
sourcefulness in heavy ASW combat situa
tions throughout the exercise was an im
portant contribution". 

If the "internationale frigate" is produced 
by Avondale, why not take a long, hard look 
at this ship and perhaps authorize the Navy 
to purchase one for a "try before buy" run
off with the fleet? 

The hi-lo concept may also be applicable 
to our fighter plane requirements. With the 
increased costs of the F-14 and F-15 fighters, 
I do not believe we can afford the quantity 
needed. We could fill in the gaps with a less
expensive, lightweight fighter. 

The Air Force has contracted for research 
on two such planes, but they have announced 
no plans for procurement. I think the re
search underway should be closely studied 
by the Air Force, and by the Congress. 

CAPABILITY WITHOUT PRODUCTION 

Closely allied to the hi-Io approach is the 
concept of capability without production. 
Our superiority at the highest level of tech
nology is one of the most reassuring aspects 
of our defense posture vis a vis the rest of the 
world. We must never allow that valuable as
set to be diminished, for as we look to the 
future, it is advancing technology that holds 
the key to military superiority. 

Therefore, I strongly support research and 
development programs in wide areas of ac
tivity. I do not believe, however that It fol· 
lows that every good idea which is developed 
ought automatically to be turned into hard
ware. 

There are many items whose existence in 
the development stage may be sufficient with
out our committing additional billions of dol-

Iars to prod-Iction unless the situation should 
require it. 

In this regard, I have mentioned several 
areas previously, in particular my proposal to 
turn Minuteman Ill production money Into 
Rand D money for future land-based missile 
technology. I further believe that we should 
engage in research into the possibility of an 
eventual need for extra-terrestrial defense 
capability. Here, international treaties ex
pressly prohibit procurement, but that does 
not n.ean that we should not be prepared for 
the violation of_ those treaties by others. 

DEFINITION OF ROLES 

In several areas, I fear that the roles of the 
various services, and of other operational 
aspects within the services, have become un
clear. We need to sort these things out, and 
establish some clear guidelines. 

For example, we need a better definition 
of roles in our air missions_ A glaring ex
ample of this is the fact that the Marine 
Corps is contemplating purchasing some 
ultra-sophisticated F-14's. It would appear 
that the Marine Corps needs these now to 
"fight their way into the beach", but when 
the Marine Corps has to start worrying about 
that, they have no business conducting an 
amphibious landing. Fighting to the beach 
is a Navy function. What the Marine Corps 
needs is a good close support aircraft, per
haps the A-10 type_ 

With the all-volunteer armed forces and 
changing social and world conditions, we 
might find that the Coast Gua.rd will have 
to take on some new roles. With the decline 
of the Navy's vessels, the Coast Guard might 
be the force that has to guard our coast, the 
increase in m.erchant fleets will require the 
Coast Guard to reassess their role. . 

And, most important, after the extremely 
important Law of the Sea Conference that 
will be held next Spring in Chi!e, there will 
probably be new definitions on sea bound
aries, pollution, fishing rights, etc., that will 
give the Coast Guard new responsibilitle.s. 

For this reason, I am introducing a new 
bill authorizing a new Assistant Secretary for 
DOT for Coast Guard Affairs in order that 
the Coast Guard will have a greater input. 

We need new thinking too about the role 
of manpower in the modern military situa
tion. Our current forces are top-heavy with 
senior officers. The Navy has approximately 
one Admiral and 10 Captains for every ship, 
which is patently absurd. Similarly, staffs 
have grown out of proportion to real needs. 
Clearly, with the tremendous advance of 
communications, the need for larg<.' staffs has 
diminished. 

One need that has measurably advanced is 
the need for more highly educated tech
nicians_ For that reason, I would suggest the 
establishment of a set of Military Technical 
Academies, similar to junior colleges, which 
would turn out highly trained noncoms who 
could make a real contribution to our de
fense needs. 

Similarly, changing technology calls for 
changing concepts with :::-egard to the leader
ship roles for senior petty officers. 

Finally, in the area of procurement policy, 
we need a new hard-headed look at our 
methods. I have introduced legislation to 
create a new Office of Procurement Policy 
within the Executive Office of the President 
in an effort to increase efficiency, clear away 
red tape and save money. 

CONCLUSION 

I have today suggested a number of areas 
for cuts, and a number of procedures which 
I feel would save money. It would be a mis
take however, to take the view that I am 
necessarily in favor of wholesale slashings of 
the defense budget. 

If the kind of reevaluation and stock-tak
ing I have suggested were to take place, the 
result might well be a need for even higher 
budgets. For example, if we were, through 
SALT and European l\1FBR, to pull back our 

operations, it might follow that we would 
have a need for increasing our amphibious 
and rapid transportation capability. 

So while I do believe that economies can 
and must be made, I shall not be party to do
ing so indiscriminately, nor to demagoguery 
on the subject_ 

Congressman George Mahon has asked, 
"Why does peace cost more than war?" It is 
a good question, but I for one am prepared 
to pay more for peace than war, for I regard 
it as infinitely preferable. My goal, and I be
lieve the goal of all of us, is to see to it that 
the price we pay for peace pays off. 

Thank you_ 

s. 2242 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
part III of subtitle A of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof a new chapter as follows: 
"Chapter 106.-Armed Forces Engineering 

and Technology Academies 
"Sec. 
"2150_ Establishment of engineering and 

technology academies_ 
"2151. Command and supervision. 
"2152. Students: appointment. 
"2153. Students: requirement for admission. 
"2154. Students: agreement to serve for four 

years. 
"2155. Students: organization; service; in

struction. 
"2156_ Students: clothing and equipment. 
"2157. Students: deficiencies in conduct of 

studies; effect of failure on succes
sor. 

"2158. Pay. 
"2159_ Enlisted grade upon graduation. 
"§ 2150. Establishment of engineering and 

technology academies 
"(a) The Secretary of each military depart

ment shall establish, at such location as the 
Secretary concerned deems appropriate, an 
engineering and technology academy at 
which persons shall receive highly skilled 
training in the technical fields necessary to 
the military department concerned, includ
ing, but not limited to, the fields of elec
tronics, aviation mechanics, nuclear energy, 
space sciencies, and marine engineering. The 
organization of each academy shall be pre
scribed by the Secretary of the military de
partment concerned. 

"(b) Persons appointed to such academies 
shall be graduated at the end of two years 
and shall be awarded an appropriate degree 
which shall be the equivalent of a junior 
college degree. 

"(c) There shall be a Superintendent and a 
Commandant of Students at each academy 
detailed to those positions by the President. 

"{d) The permanent professors of each 
academy shall be appointed by the President 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate. 

" (e) The Secretary concerned may pre
scribe the title of the departments of in
struction and the professors of the engineer
ing and technology academy under his juris
diction. However, the change of the title of 
a department or officer does not affect the 
status, rank, or eligibility for promotion or 
retirement of, or otherwise prejudice, a pro
fessor of such academy. 
"§ 2151. Command and supervision 

"The immediate government of an engi
neering and technology academy is under the 
Superintendent, who is also the command
ing officer of such academy and of the mili
tary post on which such academy is situated. 
"§ 2152. Students: appointment 

"(a) There shall be enrolled each year such 
number of students in each academy estab
lished under this chapter as may be pre
scribed by the Secretary of Defense, subject 
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to such limitations as may be hereafter pre
scribed by the Congress. 

"(b) Nominations and appointments to 
each academy shall be made as nearly as 
possible in the same manner as appointments 
are made to the military academies under 
chapters 403, 603, and 903, respectively. The 
Secretary of Defense shall prescribe the man
ner in which nominations and appointments 
shall be made. 
"§ 2153. Students: requirement for admission 

"(a) To be eligible for admission to an 
engineering and technology academy a per
son must be at least 17 years of age and must 
not have passed his twenty-fifth birthday 
on July 1 of the year in which he enters an 
academy. 

"(b) A person must meet such physical 
and mental requirements as the Secretary 
concerned may require. 
"§ 2154. Students: agreement to serve for 

four years 
" (a) Each person who is a citizen or na

tional of the United States shall sign an 
agreement that, unless sooner separated, he 
wm-

.. ( 1) complete the course of training at the 
academy to which he is appointed; and 

"(2) enlist in the Army, Navy, or Air Force, 
as appropriate, for at least four years imme
diately after graduation. 
If the student is a minor and has parents 
or a guardian, he may sign the agreement 
only with the consent of the parents or 
guardian. 

"{b) A student who does not fulfill his 
agreement under subsection (a) may be 
transferred by the Secretary concerned to 
the Reserve of the military department con
cerned in an appropriate enlisted grade and, 
notwithstanding section 651 of this title, may 
be ordered to active duty to serve in that 
grade for such period of time as the Secre
tary prescribes but not for more than four 
years. 
''§ 2355. Students: organization; service; in

instruction 
"(a) A student shall perform duties at 

such places and of such type as the Presi
dent may direct. 

"{b) The course of instruction at any en
gineering and technology academy is two 
years. 

" (c) The Secretary concerned shall so ar
range the course of studies at an engineering 
and technology academy that students are 
not required to pursue their studies on Sun
day. 

"(d) Students shall be trained in the du
ties of members of the branch of the armed 
forces of which the academy they attend is 
a part. 
44 § 2356. Students: clothing and equipment 

"(a) The Secretary concerned may pre
scribe the amount to be credited to a stu
dent, upon original admission to an academy, 
for the cost of his initial issue of clothing 
and equipment. That amount shall be de
ducted from his pay. If a student is dis
charged before graduation while owing the 
United States for pay advanced for the pur
chase of required clothing and equipment, 
he shall turn in so much of his clothing and 
equipment of a distinctive military nature as 
is necessary to repay the amount advanced. 
If the value of the clothing and equipment 
turned in does not cover the amount owed, 
the indebtedness shall be canceled. 

"(b) Under such regulations as the Secre
tary concerned may prescribe, uniforms and 
equipment shall be furnished to a student 
at an academy upon his request. 
"§ 2357. Students: deficiencies in conduct or 

studies; effect of failure on succes
sor 

"(a) A student who is reported as deficient 
in conduct or studies and recommended to 
be discharged from an academy may not, 

unless recommended by the Secretary con
cerned, be returned or reappointed to such 
academy. 

"(b) Any student who falls to pass a re
quired examination because he is deficient 
in any one subject of instruction is entitled 
to a reexamination of equal scope and dUfi
culty in that subject, if he applies in writing 
to the Superintendent within 10 days after 
he is officially notified of his failure. The 
reexamination shall be held within 60 days 
after the date of his application. If the 
student passes the reexamination and is 
otherwise qualified, he shall be readmitted 
to the academy. If he fails, he may not have 
another examination. 

"(c) The failure of a member of a graduat
ing class to complete the course with his 
class does not delay the admission of his 
successor. 
§ 2358. Pay. 

"(a) During the first ~hree months of his 
training, a student is entitled to pay in an 
amount equal to one-half the amount that 
a member of the armed forces in the grade of 
E-1 (less than two years' service) is entitled. 

"(b) From the fourth to the twelfth 
month, a student is entitled to pay in an 
amount equal to one half the amount that 
a member of the armed forces in the grade 
of E-2 (less than two years' service) is en
titled. 

" (c) During the second year of his train
ing, a student is entitled to pay in an amount 
equal to one-half the amount that a member 
of the armed forces in the grade of E-3 (less 
than 2 years' service) is entitled. 
"§ 2359. Enlisted grade upon graduation 

"After graduation from an engineering or 
technology academy and enlisting in the 
armed forces a person shall be entitled to the 
grade of E--4." 

(b) The table of chapters at the beginning 
of subtitle A and at the beginning of part III 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended 
by adding after 
"105. Armed Forces Health Professions 

Scholarship Program _________ 2121." 
the following: 
"106. Armed Forces Engineering and 

Technology Academies _______ 2150." 
SEc. 2. Section 802 (article 2) of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof a new paragraph as fol
lows: 

" ( 13) Students of an engineering and tech
nology academy established under chapter 
106 of this title." 

SEc. 3. Section 101 (21) (D) of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
out the semicolon before "and" and inserting 
in lieu thereof a comma and the following: 
"or as a student at an engineering and tech
nology academy established under chapter 
106 of title 10; ". 

SEc. 4. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act. 

s. 2243 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 3 of the Department of Transportation 
Act (49 U.S.C. 1652) is amended by inserting 
at the end thereof a new subsection as 
follows: 

"(g) (1) In addition to the Assistant Sec
retaries provided for in subsection (c) there 
shall be in the Department an Assistant Sec
retary for Coast Guard Affairs who shall be 
appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. The Secre
tary shall carry out all of his functions, 
powers, and duties relating to the Coast 
Guard through the Assistant Secretary for 
Coast Guard Affairs. 

" ( 2) During any period in which the 
Coast Guard operates as a part of the Navy 

pursuant to section 6 (b) (2) the Assistant 
Secretary for Coast Guard Affairs shall be in 
the Department of the Navy where the Secre
tary of Navy shall carry out all of his func
tions, powers, and duties relating to the 
Coast Guard through such Assistant Secre
tary." 

By Mr. HARTKE: 
S. 2244. A bill to prohibit the importa

tion of property expropriated from citi
zens of the United States by foreign gov
ernments without payment of adequate 
compensation. Referred to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I am to
day introducing, for appropriate refer
ence, a bill to prohibit the importation 
of property which has been expropri
ated, nationalized, or otherwise seized by 
foreign governments from U.S. citizens 
without fair compensation or settlement. 

The purpose of this bill is simple: It 
would prevent companies from o1Iering 
for sale and profit in this country prop
erty which has been unlawfully seized 
abroad from U.S. citizens. This is a 
form of international economic terror
ism and blackmail which we can no 
longer tolerate. 

As everyone is aware, recent years have 
seen a growing tendency among some 
countries to nationalize the property of 
U.S. citizens within their borders without 
paying fair compensation or negotiating 
a settlement with the owners. What is 
less commonly known, however, is that in 
many cases-especially in the extractive 
industries-property seized from one 
company is quickly purchased and of
fered for sale in this country by an
other. The American marketplace is very 
often a primary market for the property 
·expropriated. If we do not take a stand on 
this issue we are inviting the takeover of 
U.S. citizens' property by foreign coun
tries, and by purchasing stolen goods we 
are, in e1Iect, violating the spirit, if not 
the letter, of well-accepted principles of 
international law. 

The bill I am introducing today would 
help put an end to this form of corpo
rate cannibalism by denying the Ameri
can market to the holders of expropri
ated property. It does not purport to an
swer the larger political and economic 
questions raised by the operations of U.S. 
companies abroad. It would, however, re
inforce the principle of law that the sov
ereign act of expropriation requires the 
payment of fair compensation to the 
owner. 

By Mr. ERVIN: 
S. 2245. A bill to abolish the existing 

procedure for increasing the salaries of 
certain legislative, executive, and judicial 
salaries. Referred to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 
SENATOR ERVIN OPPOSES CONGRESSIONAL SALARY 

INCREASE 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce my cosponsorship of and strong 
support for Senate Resolution 144, in
troduced by Senator HANSEN, which rec
ommends against salary increases for 
Members· of Congress, the judiciary, and 
top-level employees of the executive 
branch in fiscal year 1974. Specifically, 
the resolution urges the President to rec-
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ommend against salary increases for 
these officials pursuant to section 225 
of the Federal Salary Act of 1967. 

In view of the Nation's critical eco
nomic and financial situation, I believe 
it would be a terrible example for public 
officials to accept salary increases at this 
time. Only 5 years ago Members of Con
gress received salary increases of over 
40 percent-from $30,000 to $42,5C.O. I 
do not believe that any further increase 
can be justified at the present time. 

The Federal Salary Act of 1967 estab
lished a nine-member Commission to re
view the salaries of judges, Members of 
Congress and top-level Executive branch 
employees every 4 years and to recom
mend whatever changes it felt desirable. 
This Commission presents its recommen
dations to the President who can fol
low, modify, or reject the Commission's 
recommendations. The President's rec
ommendation is then submitted to Con
gress and takes effect within 30 days un
less Congress disapproves all or part of 
them or enacts a separate pay bill. Legis
lation which would authorize the Com
mission to make its review and recom
mendation on a biennial rather than 
quadrennial basis, S. 1989, has ·been 
passed by the Senate and is now pending 
in the House of Representatives. If S. 
1989 is enacted, it will be especially im
portant for the Congress to make clear 
its views with respect to any salary in
creases. 

I hope that the Senate will adopt Sen
ate Resolution 144 and, thereby, provide 
leadership in holding the lid on price 
and wage increases to combat inflation. 

In addition, Mr. President, I am today 
introducing a bill to repeal section 225 
of the Federal Salary Act of 1967. Re
peal of this law will return to Congress 
the authority to make Federal salary 
adjustments where it properly belongs. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of my bill be printed at this point in the 
body Of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2245 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That section 225 
of the Federal Salary Act of 1967 is re· 
pealed. 

By .Mr. WILLIAMS (for himself, 
Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. 
BENTSEN, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. CAN
NON, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. JACK
SON, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. Moss, 
Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. TALMADGE, 
and Mr. RANDOLPH) : 

S. 2248. A bill to amend title VI of the 
Public Health Service Act to provide for 
adequate outpatient care in medically 
underserved areas. Referred to the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

MOBILE HEALTH UNIT ACT OF 1973 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, there 
can be no question that the health care 
delivery system in the United States has 
for too long been plagued with serious 
problems of maldistribution of person
nel and facilities. Over the last several 
years the Congress has attempted to 

deal with this serious problem in a va
riety of ways. We have enacted legisla
tion to send health manpower into short
age areas designated by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, and we 
have enacted legislation to encourage 
medical and other health professions 
students to practice their profession in 
areas which are deprived of adequate 
medical services. 

Just a little over a year ago, Dr. H. 
MacDonald Rimple, the Director of the 
National Health Services Corps, stated 
that there were approximately 5,000 
American communities which had no 
health care services. In addition, the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare has compiled a list of medically 
underserved areas which makes clear 
that this is a problem of national scope. 
Some of the communities listed by the 
Department are large cities such as Chi
cago, Ill.; Washington, D.C.; Kansas 
City, Mo.; Philadelphia, Pa.; and Louis
ville, Ky. And, of course, many small 
towns appear on this list as well, such as, 
Tuskegee, Ala.; Menominee Falls, Wis.; 
Glenville, W.Va.; Gallup, N.Mex.; Snow
shoe, Pa.; and Jackson, Maine. 

Mr. President, serious health care 
shortages are, most typically, found in 
our rural and inner city areas of the 
Nation. For a variety of reasons, these 
areas simply do not attract health care 
personnel and thus, the people ·who live 
there continue to go underserved. The 
dramatic need for more health care fa
cilities and staff is clear. And I will not 
repeat the litany of statistics which we 
have all heard so many times before 
and which reinforce the view that more 
must be done. Of course, statistics are 
really not the most important matter for 
us to consider. Instead, we must re
member that there are hundreds and 
thousands of Americans located in med
ically underserved areas who must travel 
long distances and expend large sums 
of money in order to find medical as
sistance. Too often the result of these 
circumstances is that many citizens are 
forced to live without even the slightest 
hope of decent treatment. There is no 
excuse for any individual in the United 
States to suffer the tragic consequences 
of such a situation·. 

Mr. President, I believe that we in 
the Congress have the responsibility to 
do everything that we can to encourage 
new approaches to meet this critical 
need. As I have indicated earlier in my 
statement the Emergency Health Per
sonnel Act and the Health Professions 
Education Assistance Amendments of 
1971 are two promising approaches, and 
there are other proposals which are now 
being considered by the Senate Labor 
and Public Welfare Cominittee to further 
strengthen these initiatives. 

Yet, until today no legislation has ever 
been proposed to lend Federal support 
to the relatively new concept of mobile 
health care delivery systems which can 
bring vitally necessary primary medical 
services into the community which has 
suffered without these services. It is for 
this reason that today, together with 
Senators JAMES 0. EASTLAND, WALTER F. 
MONDALE, LLOYD BENTSEN, QUENTIN N. 

BURDICK, HOWARD W. CANNON, THOMAS F. 
EAGLETON, HENRY M. JACKSON, WARREN G. 
MAGNUSON, FRANK E. Moss, and JoHN 
SPARKMAN, I am introducing the Mobile 
Health Unit Act of 1973. This bill, which 
has been drafted as an amendment to 
the Hill-Burton Act, is designed to as
sist in the delivery of adequate health 
care through special project grants for 
the purchase of mobile health units to 
provide needed health services to indi
viduals residing in medically underserved 
areas. 

Mr. President, the use of mobile health 
units which can bring medical care vir
tually to the doorstep of any individual 
patient, is a relatively new idea. 

Only a few isolated communities in the 
United States have begun to use mobile 
health units for primary medical treat
ment. Such primary care programs are 
designed to dispense health care for the 
amelioration of recognized sickness and 
where mobile health units have been used 
they have met with great success. 

One of the important primary treat
ment projects is a mobile dental service 
designed to serve Indians in remote areas 
of the country. The mobile dental units, 
operated by the Indian Health Service of 
the Health Services and Mental Health 
Administration, have proven to be ex
tremely valuable in meeting the dental 
needs of an estimated 25,000-30,000 
American Indians, the majority of which 
are children. The health units are usual
ly set up near a school to provide treat
ment. Mobile units have been shown to be 
less expensive to operate than fixed based 
clinics when only periodic health delivery 
is necessary and the communities are 
sufficiently small to be served satisfac
torily by periodic visits. 

The regional medical program also has 
experimented with mobile health units to 
supply such diverse services as coronary 
care, renal disease training, cancer detec
tion, and professional training courses. 

Independently and without Govern
ment assistance, various communities in 
the United States have responded to 
meeting their health needs by financing 
and operating mobile health units. Their 
functions range from providing primary 
minor illness care to "street kids" in Bos
ton to supplying a mobile emergency 
room for the community of Rancho Santa 
Fe, Calif .-a community which has no 
hospital. 

In my own State of New Jersey, a Jer
sey City cardiologist has begun using a 
4-ton van, outfitted with portable ECG, 
blood analyzer, medical records, and sup
plies to treat his patients who could not 
visit his office. And this has proven such 
an effective project that the city of Jer
sey City is very interested in expanding 
the "traveling treatment" concept to beef 
up all health services provided there. 

Mr. President, the Mobile Health Unit 
Act of 1973 will help public and private 
nonprofit agencies and institutions pur
chase and equip mobile health delivery 
systems. These units will be instrumental 
in serving medically underserved areas 
such as those I have already mentioned. 

Under the bill, the Secretary of HEW 
is authorized to make grants for the pur
pose of purchasing and equipping mobile 
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health units. The bill defines a mobile 
health unit as a van, tractor, truck, bus, 
or similar vehicle which is equipped to 
provide health services. Before the Sec
retary can appropriate money for a 
grant, he must be assured of several 
things: First the mobile health unit must 
serve a medically deprived area with 
needed health services; second, that 25 
percent of the costs of such units are met 
by the institution applying for such 
grant; third, that the unit must be prop
erly staffed by a professional health per
sonnel; and fourth, that there be a de
tailed description of the services to be 
provided together with the manner in 
which they are to be provided. 

Mr. President, I feel a deep responsi
bility to the millions of Americans who 
have no access to health services. And 
those most affected by lack of adequate 
health resources-the aged, the poor, mi
norities, and young mothers and their 
children-are those who are most in need 
of the innovations which this bill would 
encourage. In my view mobile health 
units will be part of the answer to this 
perplexing problem and I am hopeful 
that the Senate Labor and Public Wel
fare Committee will give early attention 
to the Mobile Health Unit Act of 1973 as 
it continues to work on new ways to im
prove America's health care delivery 
system. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself 
and Mr. CoTTON) <by request): 

S. 2249. A bill to amend the Interstate 
Commerce Act by adding thereto provi
sions authorizing the Interstate Com
merce Commission, in its discretion and 
under such rules and regulations as it 
shall from time to time prescribe, to 
establish minimum reqti!rements with 
respect to security for the protection of 
the public for loss of or damage to prop
erty transported by carriers subject to 
parts I and III of this act; and 

S. 2250. A bill to amend the Interstate 
Commerce Act and the Harter Act in or
der to provide a more effective remedy 
for owners, shippers, and receivers of 
property transported in interstate or 
foreign commerce to recover from surface 
transportation companies subject to the 
former act, damages sustained as the 
result of loss, damage, injury, or delay in 
transit to such property. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, to
day at the request of the Interstate Com
merce Commission, I am introducing, for 
myself and Senator COTTON, two bills de
signed to deal with the problems involved 
in the settlement of loss and damage 
claims. One bill would authorize the 
Commission to adjudicate in the first in
stance all unresolved loss and damage 
claims, and the other bill would author
ize the Commission to prescribe insur
ance requirements for the protection of 
the public for loss and damage to prop
erty transported by carriers subject to 
part I and III of the Interstate Com
merce Act. 

Both of these proposals are outgrowths 
of investigations that have been under
taken by the Commission regarding the 
many problems faced today by shippers, 

carriers, and the general public in at
tempting to get fair, inexpensive and 
speedy resolution of the many claims for 
loss and damage which arise in the 
transportation of goods. 

In introducing these proposals, I 
would like to point out that this repre
sents one facet of a problem which ex
tends far beyond the transportation 
area. Not only are freight loss and dam
age claims resolved slowly, expensively 
and inefficiently, but so are the claims of 
consumers throughout our economy. It 
is true that some gains have been made 
on behalf of the average consumer in 
recent years, but there is one critical 
area which has not received sufficient 
attention. For instance, the Congress 
has given attention to many of the prob
lems surrounding the manufacturing 
and marketing of unsafe and dangerous 
products, but we have not yet effectively 
dealt with the difficult area of consumer 
redress. Today when the average con
sumer has a dispute with a manufac
turer, retailer, landlord, or another con
sumer, there is little that can realisti
cally be done to resolve it. The right to 
pursue one's remedies in court is largely 
an academic one; the costs of resolving 
disputes in this manner frequenly far 
exceed the amount that is in contro
versy. What is needed is a fair, efficient, 
readily available method for resolving 
these many disputes that does not cost 
the contestants an excessive amount to 
utilize. Recently both the National In
stitute for Consumer Justice and the 
Small Claims Study Group completed 
extensive research into the area of dis
pute resolution, and the staff of the 
Commerce Committee has also been re
searching this area. These investigations 
have made clear that currently available 
dispute resolution mechanisms are, for 
the most part, either unavailable, un
used, or misused. 

One piece of legislation that I have 
sponsored--S. 356, the Magnuson-Moss 
Warranty-Federal Trade Commission 
Improvement Act-attempts to deal 
with this problem in the area of war
ranties by providing several alternative 
ways in which warranty disputes can be 
resolved. But just as with freight dam
age and loss, this treats only a limited 
area; what we need is general reform 
in the way disputes are resolved. The 
Senate Commerce Committee will be 
seeking legislative solutions to these 
problems, and I hope to have legislative 
proposals ready for introduction within 
the next few months. 

In the meantime, the introduction of 
these two Commission bills will help to 
focus attention on the critical problems 
surrounding cargo loss and damage. The 
inefficiencies in processing cargo loss and 
damage claims have resulted in econom
ic losses to shippers, carriers and the 
general public and have adversely 
affected the viability of our transporta
tion systems. Legislation is needed to 
remedy these problems, and these pro
posals can help act as a catalyst to help 
formulate that needed legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that these two bills printed in the 
RECORD along with the letter of trans
mittal from the Commission. 

There being no objection, the bills 
and letter were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2249 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Regulated Carriers 
Minimum Insurance Requirements Act of 
1973". 

(2) That section 20 of the Interstate Com
merce Act ( 49 U .S.C. 20) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof a new paragraph 
as follows: 

"(14) The Commission shall have au
thority to prescribe reasonable rules and 
regulations governing the filing of surety 
bonds, policies of insurance, qualifications as 
a self-insurer, or other securities or agree
ments, in such reasonable amount as the 
Commission may require, to be conditioned 
to pay, within the amount of such surety 
bonds, policies of insurance, qualifications 
as a self-insurer, or other securities or 
agreements, for loss of or damage to prop
erty with respect to which a transportation 
service subject to this part is performed."; 
and 

(3) That section 304 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 904) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new para-
graph as follows: . 

"(f) The Commission shall have the au
thority to prescribe reasonable rules and 
regulations governing the filing of surety 
bonds, policies of insurance, qualifications as 
a self-insurer, or other securities or agree
ments, in such reasonable amount as the 
Commission may require, to be conditioned 
to pay, within the amount of such surety 
bonds, policies of insurance, qual11lcations 
as a self-insurer, or other securities or agree
ments, for loss of or damage to property 

. with respect to which a transportation serv
ice subject to this part is performed". 

(4) The provisions of this Act shall take 
effect upon enactment. 

s. 2250 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Claims Adjudication 
Act of 1973". 

(2) That section 20 of the Interstate Com
merce Act (49 U.S.C. 20) is amended by 
adding a new paragraph at the end thereof 
as follows: 

"(13) Notwithstanding any other provi
sions of the Interstate Commerce Act, all ac
tions brought under and by virtue of para
graph 20(11) of that Act against a carrier 
(except those that may also include claims 
for the recovery of attorneys' fees) shall be 
brought in the first instance only before the 
Interstate Commerce Commission by filing 
of a complaint in writing setting forth there
in the nature of the action and the amount 
of money claimed therefor, and the order 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
thereon shall be binding upon all parties 
to such disputes unless otherwise revised on 
judicial review: Provided, That issues arising 
in the determination of such actions shall be 
determined in the most expeditious manner 
and, so far as practicable and legally per
missible, without formal hearings or other 
proceedings: And provided further, That in 
all actions filed with the Interstate Com
merce Commission in accordance with this 
paragraph, appellate review of the orders of 
the Commission issued to dispose of such 
matters shall only be by a district court of 
the United States in a district through or 
into which the defendant carrier operates, 
and any aggrieved party shall, upon request 
timely made to the court, receive an op
portunity for a trial before a jury as to dis
puted issues of fact." 

(3-) That section 219 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 319) is amended by 
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deleting therefrom the words "and (12) ." 
adding a comma after the words "section 
20(11)." and inserting after the comma the 
words "(12), and (13)." 

( 4) That section 413 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 1013) is amended 
by deleting therefrom in the two places in 
which they appear in the first sentence of 
that paragraph the words "and (12) ,"adding 
a comma after the words "section 20 ( 11) " 
and inserting after that comma the words 
" (12). and (13) ." 

(5) That the Harter Act {46 U.S.C. 190-
196) is amended by adding a new section at 
the end thereof, as follows: 

"SEc. 197. All actions brought to recover 
the value of property lost, damaged, injured, 
delayed while being transported by a carrier 
subject to part III of the Interstate Com
merce Act (except those that may also in
clude claims for the recovery of attorneys' 
fees) shall be brought in the first instance 
only before the Interstate Commerce Com
mission by the filing of a complaint in writ
ing setting forth therein the nature of the 
action and the amount of money claimed 
therefor. The order of the Interstate Com
merce Commission thereon shall be binding 
upon all parties to such disputes unless 
otherwise revised on judicial review: Pro
vided, That in all actions filed with the Inter
state Commerce Commission in accordance 
with this paragraph, appellate review of the 
orders of the Commission issued to dispose of 
such matters shall only be by a district court 
of the United States in a district through or 
into which the defendant carrier operates, 
and any aggrieved party shall, upon request 
timely made to the court, receive an oppor
tunity for a trial before a jury as to disputed 
issues of fact." 

(6) There are authorized to be appropri
ated for the purposes of this Act, such sums, 
not to exceed $3,000,000 for each fiscal year. 

(7) The_ provisions of this Act shall take 
effect six months after the date of its amend
ment. 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE. COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1973. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, · 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, - U.S. 

Senate, Washington, D.C. 
Hon. HARLEY 0. STAGGERS, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and For

eign Commerce, House of Representa
tives, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: Submitted for your considera
tion are two draft bills which, if enacted, 
would better enable the Commission to 
handle the problems involved in the settle
ment o! cargo loss and damage claims. 

The first proposal would amend the Inter
state Commerce Act and the Harter Act to 
authorize the Commission to adjudicate in 
the first instance all unresolved loss and 
damage claims. It is identical to S. 3718 in the 
92d Congress. 

The second proposal would amend the 
Interstate Commerce Act to authorize the 
Commission to prescribe standards with re
spect to security for the protection of the 
public !or loss or damage to property trans
ported by carriers subject to part I and III 
of the Act. This bill is identical to S. 3717 
in the 92d Congress. 

Both of these proposals were recommended 
by the Commission as an outgrowth of the 
extensive investigation it conducted in Ex 
Parte No. 263, Rules, Regulations and Prac
tices of Regulated Carriers with Respect to 
the Processing of Loss and Damage Claims 
(344 I.C.C. 515 (1972)). 

The commission is extremely concerned 
about the problems involved in the settling 
of cargo loss and damage claims. The in
efficiencies in the processing of such claims 
have resulted in economic losses to shippers, 
carriers and the general public and have ad
versely affected the viability of our trans
portation system. 

Although we have, to the full extent of 
our authority, taken action to alleviate this 
national cargo claims crisis, the problem is 
far from solved. In Ex Parte No. 263 we 
promulgated a series of rules with respect to 
the processing of loss and damage claims. 
These regulations are designed to insure that 
all shipper claims receive immediate atten
tion and uniform handling. They have been 
successful in improving the situation, but 
they do not deal with the issues which are 
at the core of the cargo claims problem. The 
Commission is unable to address these issues 
because we presently do not have the au
thority to decide loss and damage claims on 
the merits. 

The injustice inherent in the inability of 
shippers and receivers of freight to obtain 
prompt and efficient redress for disputed 
claims is perhaps the one factor which causes 
the greatest number of problems in the set
tling of loss and damage claims. If a shipper 
fails to reach a settlement with a carrier, his 
only recourse is to the judicial system and to 
legal remedies which, unfortunately, are in
adequate. The reasons why the presently 
avilable judicial avenue is unsatisfactory for 
this include: ( 1) the overall cost of litigat
ing a claim often exceeds the amount re
covered; (2) the frequent necessity to engage 
an attorney whose fee alone may well exceed 
the amount in controversy; (3) attorneys' 
fees are presently not recoverable in most 
claims litigation; (4) the average amount in 
dispute is usually less than $100, therefore, 
there is an open invitation to the unscrupu
lous to arbitrarily decline responsibility for 
damage on the theory that the claimant can
not afford to litigate the matter; (5) per
sonnel in key positions can seldom be spared 
to testify in court trials; (6) the time re
q-uired to conclude litigated claims occa
sioned by heavily congested court dockets; 
C1) courts with their jurisdictional bound
aries are unable to direct a meaningful na
tionwide effort to improve the cargo claims 
situation; and (8) strict accountability for 
cargo ctaims is most difficult, if not impos-
sible, to achieve. _ 

The first draft bill would overcome these 
problems by providing shippers with an ade
quate alternative method for the resolution 
of such disputes by giving us authority to 
adjudicate in the first instance all unresolved 
loss and damage claims filed against carriers 
subject to the Interstate Commerce Act. 

In addition to providing an effective legal 
remedy to claimants where none now exists, 
the bill })as a number of other advantages. 
First, the mere existence of such a remedy 
would be an incentive to carriers to settle 
such disputes voluntarily and in an equitable 
manner. Moreover, the Commission's adjudi
cation of loss and damage claims would lead 
to a predictability and consistency of results 
throughout the nation without regard to the 
venue of the dispute. In the exercise of this 
authority, the Commission would obtain in
formation which could be used to seek solu
tions to problems on a broad-scale basis. 
Enactment would also contribute to the effi
ciency of our already over-burdened judicial 
system by reducing the number of these 
cases on the court's dockets. Since the vast 
majority of such disputes can be resolved on 
the basis of the documentary evidence alone, 
they would lend themselves particularly well 
to Commission adjudication. 

The Cominission's expertise in claim mat
ters, its nation-wide facilities and its orga
nizational structure uniquely qualify it to 
resolve these types of disputes. Charged with 
insuring an adequate and reliable transpor
tation system, we clearly should have author- . 
ity to resolve the problems stemming from 
the existing framework for handling loss 
and damage claims. Conferrence of this addi
tional authorit y upon us will require in
creases in our manpower and budget because 
lack of either would prohibit the formulation 

and implementation of worthwhile and last-
ing improvements. · 

The second draft bill would, if enacted, 
afford the shipper a greater measure of pro
tection. Specifically, it would amend the 
Interstate Commerce Act to allow the Com
mission to adopt regulations requiring rail, 
express, and water carriers subject to the Act 
to maintain adequate insurance for protec
tion of the shipping public for loss and dam
age claims. Such authority now exists with 
respect to motor carriers and freight for
warders subject to our jurisdiction, conse
quently, enactment of this legislation will 
result in uniform regulatory treatment for 
all carriers subject to our jurisdiction. 

The bankruptcy or financial instability o! 
any major transportation line evokes im
mense concern within this Commission and, 
understandably, generates considerable ap
prehension among all of the creditors o! the 
carriers involved, including those who have 
pending loss and damage claims. The protec
tion afforded such creditors of motor carriers 
by our current regulations in 49 C.F.R . 1042, 
Surety Bonds and Policies of Insurance, rep
resents a stabilizing factor to many of these 
creditors. 

This type of protection is unavailable to 
shippers using the services of rail, express, or 
water carriers. Thus, the prospects for a full 
recovery by claimant-creditors of, for exam
ple, the Penn Central Railroad, are not clear
ly as certain as those presented by motor · 
carriers which are experiencing financial dif
ficulties. The exercise of our existing regula
tory authority in this area has been most 
helpful to many claimants and similar au
thority over carriers operating under parts I 
and III of the Act would be demonstrably far
reaching. To achieve that end, we need au
thority to promulgate reasonable rules and 
·regulations governing the filing o! surety 
bonds, policies of insurance, qualifications as 
a self-insurer, or other securities or agree
ments for carriers subject to parts I and III 
of the Act. 

Enactment of these draft bills is necessary 
if Congress wants the Commission to take 
action for providing broad-scale solutions to 
the critical problems caused by the current 
inefficiencies in the settlement of loss and 
damage claims. We hope that they will re
ceive immediate and positive Congressional 
action. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE M. STAFFORD, Chairman. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself 
and Mr. CoTTON) (by request): , 

S. 2251. A bill to amend section 22 of 
the Interstate Commerce Act so as to 
eliminate free or reduced rates for Gov
ernment traffic, except in certain cir
cumstances, and for other purposes. Re
ferred to the Committee· on Commerce. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I in
troduce by request, for appropriate refer- -
ence, a bill to amend section 22 of the 
Interstate Commerce Act so as to elimi
nate free or reduced rates for Govern
ment traffic, except in certain circum
stances, and for other purposes, and ask 
unanimous consent that the letter -of 
transmittal be printed in the RECORD 
with the text of the bill. 

There being no objection, the bill and 
letter were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2251 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in ·congress assembled; That · the 
first clause of the first sentence o! section 
22(1) o! the Interstate Commerce Act (49 
U.S.C. 22(1)) is amended to read as follows: 
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" ( 1) That nothing in this part shall pre

vent the carriage, storage, or handling of 
property at free or at reduced rates for the 
United States, State, or municipal govern
ments to the extent that such services are 
performed in time of war or other national 
emergency, or involve the transportation of 
commodities which is exempt from eco
nomic regulation under the provisions of 
part II or III, or for charitable purposes, or 
to or from fairs and expositions for exhibi
tion thereat, or the free carriage of destitute 
and homeless persons transported by charita
ble societies, and the necessary agents em
ployed in such transportation, or the trans
portation of persons for the United States 
Government free or at reduced rates, or the 
issuance of mileage, excursion, or commuta
tion passenger tickets;". 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1973. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, D.C. 
Hon. HARLEY 0. STAGGERS, 
Chll.irman, Committee on Interstate and For

eign Commerce, House of Representa
tive$, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: Submitted for your con
sideration is a draft bill which, if enacted, 
would amend section 22 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act so as to eliminate free or re
duced rates for Government traffic, except in 
time of war or other national emergency and 
except as to the transportation of commodi
ties which are exempt from economic regu
lations under parts II or III of the Act. The · 
draft bill is identical to S. 2627 and H.R. 
11028 which were introduced in the first 
session of the 92d Congress. 

Except for the enactment in 1957 of sub
section 2, which requires carriers to file cer
tain rates with this Commission, the provi
sions of section 22 relating to Government 
traffic have remained essentially the same 
since 1887 when the Government was a com
paratively small shipper. However, today the 
Governrnent is the largest single purchaser 
of transportation services in the nation. 

The preferential treatment now accorded 
Government traffic has a strong tendency to 
artificially increase the cost of regulated 
transportation services to commercial users. 
The present policy is, therefore, detrimental 
to both the maintenance of a fiscally sound 
national transportation system and the effi
cient allocation of transportation resources. 

The current exemption from economic 
regulation with respect to the transportation 
of certain commodities under parts II or III 
of the Act should be maintained in order 
not to aggravate existing competitive inequi
ties between carriers of different modes. For 
example, a motor carrier moving agricultural 
commodities exempt under section 203(b) (6} 
of the Act is not subject to rate regulation, 
but must comply with section 22 and file 
contracts entered into pursuant to that sec
tion. Rail carriers in the same instance are 
subject to rate regulations, but can nego
tiate lower rates for Government traffic pur
suant to section 22. Consequently, if the 
section 22 provision is eliminated for these 
commodities, rail carriers would be required 
tv move them in accordance with their pub
lished rates. Motor carriers, not subject to 
that requirement, could possibly move them 
at a lower unregulated rate and thereby di
vert some of the traffic from the railroads. 
Therefore, in this particular aspect, we think 
the better course is to maintain the status 
quo. 

We urge that the enclosed draft bill be 
favorably considered. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE M. STAFFORD, 

Chairman. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself 
and Mr. CoTTON) (by request) : 

S. 2252. A bill to transfer to the Secre
tary of Commerce certain functions of 
the Secretary of the Interior relating to 
encouraging, promoting, and developing 
travel within the United States, and for 
other purposes. Referred to the Commit
tee on Commerce. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I in
troduce, by request, for appropriate ref
erence, a bill to transfer to the Secretary 
of Commerce certain functions of the 
Secretary of the Interior relating to en
couraging, promoting, and developing 
travel within the United States, and for 
other purposes, and ask unanimous con
sent that the letter of transmittal and 
statement of purpose and need be printed 
in the RECORD with the text of the bill. 

There being no objection, the bill and 
material were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2252 
Be it enacted by the Senate and the House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
.• 4.merica in Congress assembled, That there 
are hereby transferred to and vested in the 
Secretary of Commerce all functions, powers, 
and duties of the Secretary of the Interior 
and other offices and officers of the Depart
ment of the Interior under the Act of July 
19, 1940, as amended (54 Stat. 773; 16 U.S.C. 
18-18d). 

SEc. 2. The assets, liabilities, contracts, 
property, records, and unexpended balances 
of appropriations, authorizations, alloca
tions, and other funds employed, held, used, 
rising from, available or to be made avail
able in connection with the functions, pow
ers, and duties transferred by the first sec
tion of this Act are hereby transferred to 
the Secretary of Commerce. 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of the legislation is to trans
fer to the Secretary of Commerce the tourism 
functions vested in the Secretary of the In
terior by P.L. 76-755 of July 19, 1940. The 
functions, which are to encourage, promote, 
and develop travel within the United States, 
its territories and possessions, currently are 
assigned by the Secretary of the Interior to 
the National Park Service. 

Coordination and orderly development of 
touris:rn policy and programs at the federal 
level is made difficult by the extreme frag
mentation of responsibility. At present, there 
are 126 federal programs affecting travel or 
tourism divided among 46 executive depart
ments and independent agencies. The Secre
tary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
Commerce have agreed that the transfer 
would be a significant step toward greater 
federal effectiveness in tourism. The pro
posed transfer also has the support of Chair
man Charles S. Thomas of the National 
Tourism Resources Review Commission. 

The International Travel Act of 1961 vests 
the United States Travel Service with the re
sponsibility of promoting international 
understanding and appreciation of the 
United States by encouraging foreign citi
zens to visit for the purposes of study, cul
ture, recreation, business, and other activi
ties. The Travel Service possesses the 
expertise, experience, and world marketing 
apparatus to coordinate and consolidate the 
efforts of the federal government in promot
ing domestic tra.vel by both our citizens and 
those vf foreign countries. 

The United States Travel Service has th& 
primary responsibility of correcting the 
steadily-worsening de1icit .suirered by this 

co~ntry in its tourism balance of payments. 
Th1s deficit, which last year rose to a record 
$3.1 billion, results from United States citi
zens spending more in foreign countries than 
foreign visitors spend here. In closing this 
"travel gap," the United States Travel Serv
ice--unlike other national government tour
ism offices-has been handicapped by lack 
of authority to influence our citizens to ex
plore the attractions of their own country 
before going abroad. 

Thus, the proposed consolidation will not 
only eliminate overlap in federal tourism ac
tivity and enhance the effectiveness of the 
federal program, but it can also be expected 
to benefit the tourism balance of payments 
position of the United States. 

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C., July 10,1973. 

Hon. SPIRO T. AGNEW, 
President of the Senate, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed are four 
copies of a draft bill: 

"To transfer to the Secretary of Commerce 
certain functions of the Secretary of the In
terior relating to encouraging, promoting. 
and developing travel within the United 
States, and for other purposes," 
together with a statement of purpose and 
need in support thereof. 

We have been advised by the Office of 
Management and Budget that there would 
be no objection to the submission of our 
draft bill to the Congress from the stand
point of the Administration's objectives. 

Sincerely, 
FREDERICK B. DENT. 
Secretary of Commerce. 

By Mr. DOMENICI: 
S. 2253. A bill relating to lands in the 

Middle Rio Grande Conservancy Dis
trict, New Mexico. Referred to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation of a tech
nical nature in order to resolve a land 
ownership matter along the Rio Grande 
in central New Mexico which has long 
been misunderstood. 

Since the formation of the Middle Rio 
Grande Conservancy District, a political 
subdivision of the State of New Mexico, 
in 1927, it was believed by all parties that 
the small scattered tracts within the dis
trict were part of larger, privately owned 
tracts. Consequently, the landowners 
paid property taxes to the State of New 
Mexico, and fees based on the acreage 
to the conservancy district. In some 
cases, the State of New Mexico received 
tax deeds to certain tracts based on non
payment of State taxes. These isolated 
tracts were regarded as private acreage 
and not as public lands held by the 
Bureau of Land Management. However, 
a detailed survey was- conducted and it 
was discovered that small portions of the 
valley land were held by the Bureau. 

There are no large tracts involved in 
this matter. In most cases, they are tiny 
fraction-of-an-acre tracts and in only a 
few instances are plots of more than 2 or 
3 acres. 

Under the provisions of this legisla
tion, the Bureau of Land Management 
would be paid $5,626.45, an arbitrary 
figure arrived at by the principals in
volved, and the fa:rmer~ in tum, would 
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pay the nominal sum of up to $5 per 
acre to the conservancy district for clear 
title to the land. 

It should be pointed out the Bureau of 
Land Management does not wish to 
retain these tracts and favors this 
method of disposal. 

The important factor is that the 
landowners have, for years, believed this 
to be privately owned land. They have 
paid taxes and conservancy district 
assessments on it. They have irrigated 
productive tracts. I believe that this leg
islation offers a suitable solution which 
has the approval of all parties involved. 

By Mr. HARTKE: 
Senate Joint Resolution 139. Joint 

resolution to proclaim September 23 
through 29, 1973, as "National Dog 
Week." Referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, tributes 
to man's best friend, the dog, range from 
the bitter observation of LaMartine that 
"the more I see of people, the better I 
like my dogs" to Lord Byron's lyric 
description of his dog as "one who pos
sessed beauty without vanity, strength 
without insolence, courage without 
ferocity, and all the virtues of man with
out his vices." 

Undeniably, dogs provide a special 
kind of companionship for people of all 
ages, but especially for children they pro
vide an enriching experience. 

National Dog Week, celebrating this 
year its 46th annual observance, is a trib
ute worthy of attention. Its purpose is 
not only to honor the pets in 24 million 
American households, but also to educate 
all dog owners in their responsibilities to 
their pets and in their responsibilities to 
their communities as dog owners. Dog 
club members and animal welfare work
ers will be joining in this effort to help 
every dog owner "Deserve to be his dog's 
best friend." 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

s. 1625 

At the request of Mr. TAFT, the Sen
ator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1625, a bill to 
extend until November 1, 1978, the ex
isting exemption of the steamboat Delta 
Queen from certain vessel laws. 

s. 1753 

At the request of Mr. HARTKE, the 
Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1753, the In
terstate Land Sales Act Amendments. 

s. 1828 

At the request of Mr. RoBERT c. 
BYRD, the Senator from Indiana <Mr. 
BAYH) was added as a cosponsol' of S. 
1828, to require the President to appoint, 
with the advice and consent of the Sen
ate, the head of the Mining Enforce
ment and Safety Administration, De
partment of the Interior. 

s. 1858 

At the request of Mr. HARTKE, the 
Senator fi·om Rhode Island <Mr. 

PASTORE) was added as a oosponsor of 
s. 1858, the Federal Pension Plans Pro
tection Act. 

s. 1871 

At the request of Mr. JACKSON, the 
Senator from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL) and 
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1871, to 
amend the Youth Conservation Corps 
Act of 1972. 

s. 1914 

At the request of Mr. PERCY, the Sen
ator from Utah <Mr. BENNETT) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 1914, a bill to provide 
for the establishment of the Board for 
International Broadcasting and to au
thorize the continuation of assistance to 
Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty. 

s. 1998 

At the request of Mr. SCHWEIKER, 
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART), 
the Senator from New York <Mr. JAVITS), 
the Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BROCK), 
and the Senator from New Mexico <Mr. 
MoNTOYA) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 1998, the Community Mental Health 
Centers Act of 1973. 

s. 2135 

At the request of Mr. PERCY, the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 2135, a bill to 
reorganize certain agencies and depart
ments of the Government in order to 
create a new Department of Energy and 
Natural Resources, and a new Energy 
Research and Development Administra
tion. 

s. 2155 

At the request of Mr. WEICKER, the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. RIBICOFF) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2155, a bill 
relating to the collective bargaining rep
resentation of postal employees. 

S.J. RES. 138 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, for Mr. 
Curtis, his name was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 138, to 
amend the Economic Stabilization Act. 
Also, at the request of Mr. DoLE, for Mr. 
CURTIS, the Senator from Nebraska <Mr. 
HRUSKA) , and the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. TowER) were added as cosponsors of 
the joint resolution. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A 
RESOLUTION 

S. RES. 136 

At the request of Mr. RoBERT C. 
BYRD, the Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
MATHIAS) was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Resolution 136, to authorize the 
Committee on Rules and Administra
tion to conduct an investigation with re
spect to the broadcasting and telecast
ing of Senate proceedings. 

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1973 

AMENDMENT NO. 409 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, on 
Tuesday, July 24, I submitted amend
ment No. 409 to s. 372, the "Federal 

Election Campaign Act Amendments of 
1973," an introductory statement on 
which was printed in the RECORD on 
page 25604. Inadvertently, however, the 
amendment itself was not printed at the 
conclusion of my remarks. Therefore, for 
the information of my colleagues, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
amendment No. 409 be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

On page 19, line 17, strike "tenth" and 
insert "fourteenth". 

On page 19, line 20, beginning with "Any" 
strike out through the period on line 24. 

On page 20, line 5, strike "paragraph" and 
insert "paragraphs" . 

On page 20, line 22, strike out the clos
ing quotation marks and the final period. 

On page 20, between lines 22 and 23, in
sert the following: 

"(3) In addition to any other information 
required to be included in the report filed 
on the fourteenth day next preceding the 
date on which an election is held, that re
port shall contain a budget of expenditures 
to be made, or obligations to be incurred, 
prior to the day after the date of such elec
tion in connection with a candidate's cam
paign by the person filing the report. The 
budget so contained shall be set forth in 
such form and detail as the Commission 
may prescribe.". 

On page -50, line 24, strike out " (d) (2 ) " 
and insert "(e) (2) ". · 

On page 51 , line 5, strike " (e)" and insert 
"(f)". . 

On page 51, line 16, strike "(d) (2)" and 
insert "(e) (2) ". 

On page 51, line 22, strike " (e) " and in
sert " (f)". 

On page 53, between lines 10 and 11 , in
sert the following: 

"(c) No expenditures may be made, or ob
ligations incurred, by or on behalf of a 
candidate in connection with his campaign 
during the 14-day period ending on the date 
of any election in which he is a candidate 
unless such expenditure or obligation was 
reported, in the report filed under section 
304(a) (3) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971, as being budgeted for that 
period." 

On page 53, line 11 , strike out" (c) (1)" and 
insert " (d) ( 1) ". 

On page 54, line 3, strike " (d) (1)" and 
insert " (e) ( 1 ) ". 

On page 54, line 22, strike "(e)" and in
sert" (f)". 

On page 55, line 3, strike " (f)" and insert 
"(g)". 

On page 55, line 12, strike "(g)" and in
sert "(h)". 

On page 55, line 19, strike "(h)" and in
sert "(i) ". 

On page 55, beginning with line 20, strike 
out "(c), (d), and (e)," and insert "(d), 
(e), and (f),". 

On page 55, line 25, strike "(c) (3)" and 
insert " (d) ( 3) ". 

On page 57, beginning with line 8, strike 
out through line 3 on page 58, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"(b) No contribution made to or for the 
benefit of a candidate after the fourteenth 
day next preceding the date on which an 
election is held in which he is a candidate 
may be accepted by that candidate or by 
any other person on his behalf.". 

On page 58, in lines 4 and 5 , strike out 
"and by subsection (b)". 
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FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT 

AMENDMENTS OF 1973-AMEND
MENT 

AMENDMENT 416 

<Ordered to be printed.) 
Mr. ALLEN (for himself, Mr. HANSEN, 

Mr. NUNN, Mr. DoLE, Mr. GOLDWATER, 
Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. FANNIN, Mr. DoMI
NICK, Mr. BROCK, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. GuR
NEY, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. MCCLELLAN, Mr. SPARK
MAN, Mr. ERVIN, Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. Mc
CLURE, Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. CURTIS, Mr. 
TOWER, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. HARRY F. 
BYRD, JR., Mr. HELMS, Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. 
AIKEN, Mr. Moss, Mr. ROTH, Mr. BIBLE, 
Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. TAFT, Mr. CHURCH, 
Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. NEL
SON, Mr. SYMINGTON, and Mr. CHILES) 
proposed an amendment to the bill <S. 
372) to amend the Communications Act 
of 1934 to relieve broadcasters of the 
equal time requirement of section 315 
with respect to Presidential and Vice 
Presidential candidates and to amend 
the Campaign Communications Reform 
Act to provide a further limitation on ex
penditures in election campaigns for 
Federal elective office, which was ordered 
to be printed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 417 

<Ordered to be printed, and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I do not 
think anyone can provide a simple an
swer to the question, "Does money win 
elections?" It is undeniable that money 
does play a major role in winning. It does 
not guarantee victory, but the amount of 
money collected and spent can in some 
cases be decisive. Money cannot totally 
obliterate the influence of issues and 
candidates' party orientation on voting 
decisions, but it can and often does make 
a difference. 

I believe that one of the crucial factors 
determining whether or not we consider 
a government democratic is not how 
much power the public officials have, but 
rather how public officials secure and re
tain their offices. Events surrounding the 
last general election have been and will, 
no doubt, continue to be, examined and 
investigated in an effort to determine the 
source of enormous amounts of campaign 
moneys. Coupled with the investigation 
will be repeated cries for reform, for 
changes in the law concerning cam
paigning financing. And surely some 
changes are in order. 

Recently I introduced a bill, S. 2086, 
aimed at making campaign contributions 
traceable. Today I am submitting that 
same measure as an amendment to S. 
372. It would require that any contribu
tion of $50 or more be made by check, 
drawn on the account of the individual 
making the contribution, or accompanied 
by the name, address, social security 
number, and occupation of the contribu
tor. The language of this proposal in no 
way places a new limitation on the ag-
gregate amount of money allowed as a 
contribution, but simply would make the 
money traceable. 

Some Americans view public policy
making as a sordid process where the 

wealthy control elected officials. And 
while there is some corruption, I believe 
its reputation for moving the wheels of 
government is far greater than its per
formance. But money can-twist policy 
in subtle ways-and any effort we can 
make to erect a barrier between the di
rect translation of money into policy de
cisions must be made. The bill I am in
troducing tod~y is such an effort. 

In a government whose level of citizen 
trust is at an all-time low, there is an 
obvious need to reestablish governmental 
accountability to the people. A recent 
Harris poll disclosed that 81 percent of 
the public is convinced that corruption 
in Washington is "serious" and the num
ber with high respect for the Federal 
Government comes to no more than 27 
percent. People are more suspicious than 
ever before of their Government. Their 
cynicism is only nurtured by the lack of 
accurate and dependable information 
concerning campaign contributions. 

There has been much comment about 
the dramatic rise in the high cost of poli
tics in recent years. It has been estimated 
that $400 million was spent in 1972 for 
all elective and party politics in this 
country at all political levels, in cam
paigns for nominations and for election. 
My amendment, making contributions 
directly traceable if they are in amounts 
over $50 recognizes the high cost of cam
paigns, but recognizes also the need for 
knowing who the big contributors are 
and how much they gave-and to whom. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment be printed in the RECORD 
at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 417 

On page 59, strike out lines 13 through 
21 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"§ 616. Form of contributions 

"(a) No person shall make any contribu
tion of money to or for the benefit of any 
candidate or political committee in excess 
of $50, in the aggregate during any calendar 
year, unless--

" ( 1) such contribution is made by means 
of a check from a National or State bank, 
drawn on the account of the person making 
the contribution and identifying that per
son by name and bank account number; or 

"(2) the person making the contribution 
furnishes in writing to the recipient thereof 
his full name and address, and, in the case 
of an individual, his social security number. 

"(b) (1) Violation of the provisions of 
this section is punishable by a fine of not to 
exceed $1,000, imprisonment for not to ex
ceed one year, or both. 

"(2) Willful and knowing violation of the 
provisions of" this section is punishable by a 
fine of not to exceed $3,000, 1mpYisonment 
for not to exceed five (5) years, or both." 

AMENDMENT NO. 419 

(Ordered to be printed, and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. HART. Mr. Presic!ent, the Senate 
is taking- up a measure whose importance 
has been underlined vividly by the events 
of the past few months, the Campaign 
Reform Act, S. 372. 

This bill was first reported by the 
Commerce Committee and tlten expanded 

and strengthened by the Rules Commit
tee under the leadership of the Senator 
from Nevada <Mr. CANNON) and the Sen
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL). s. 
372 contains a, strong independent com
mission to enforce campaign laws. It also 
imposes limits on overall expenditures by 
a candidate and limits on campaign 
contributions. 

AI though the bill improves many as
pects of campaign supervision, there are 
still some questions left open and sev
eral provisions which can be strength~ 
ened further in the days ahead. A variety 
of amendments have been discussed. I 
have drafted an amendment to revise the 
provisions of S. 372 which limit campaign 
contributions and ask that it be printed. 

The amendment has been endorsed by 
a broad coalition of groups interested in 
campaign reform--Common Cause-the 
AFL-CIO-the UA W-Ralph Nader's 
Congress Watch-the National Commit
tee for an Effective Congress-and the 
Center for Public Financing of Elections. 
Each of them backs this amendment. I 
ask that the letter from John W. Gard
ner, chairman of Common Cause be 
printed at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

Under the committee bill, section 615 
of title 18 of the United States Code 
would restrict the amounts which indi
viduals and interest group political com
mittees could contribute to a particular 
candidate. It would also restrict the total 
amount of contributions which an indi
vidual family could give to all candi
dates for any election year. Political party 
committees would be exempted from the 
limitation. 

This is a step in the right direction, 
but the bill does not go far enough. For 
a single family to be able to give a can
didate $20,000, as they can under the 
committee bill, is not the kind of re
straint upon excessive infiuence-{)r the 
appearance of such influence-which the 
times demand. 

Under the amendment, no individual 
may give more than $1,000 to any candi
date, including both primary and gen
eral election campaigns. Similarly, a 
$100,000 limit does not adequately re
strict the aggregate impact which a rela
tively few wealthy families can have on 
the political process. 

Under the amendment, no family 
could give more than an aggregate of 
$15,000 to all candidates and committees 
for a given election year. 

The amendment also prohibits a polit
ical committee from giving more than 
$3,000 to any candidate, including both 
primary and general election campaigns. 
As in the committee bill, political party 
committees, such as the national and 
State central committees of a party and 
the congressional campaign committees, 
would be exempt from this limit. 

Fourth, it should be crystal clear that 
the limit on direct contributions to a 
candidate may not be evaded by ear
marked contributions through a conduit. 
The committee bill is not clear on this 
point. 

Under the amendment, such ear-
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marked contributions are counted un
der-and may not exceed-the limits 
placed on direct contributions to a par
ticular candidate. 

Finally, if the limits on direct con
tributions by individuals and political 
committees are to be meaningful, they 
must be supplemented by a limitation on 
the expenditures a person can make in
dependently on behalf of a candidate. 
Otherwise, someone supporting my can
didacy, for example, would be free to 
spend hundreds of thousands of dollars 
on TV, newspaper or billboard advertis
ing on my behalf, so long as he did not do 
so at the request of myself and my cam
paign organization. The committee bill 
places no limits whatsoever on such in
dependent expenditures on behalf of a 
candidate. 

Under the amendment, no person 
could make totally independent expendi
tures relating to any candidate in excess 
of $1,000. 

I have examined the first amendment 
considerations pertinent to such a re
striction. I am satisfied that this limit is 
constitutionally permissible as a neces
sary element of any scheme to protect 
the integrity of the election process and 
to prevent the monopolization of the pre
sentation of political advocacy by a 
wealthy few. 

Mr. President, I do not pretend that 
this revised section 615 covers every con
ceivable abuse of campaign financing. 
But I think it makes significant improve
ments over the committee bill in several 
respects. 

It should be clear that even a 
strengthened bill to regulate expendi
tures and contributions cannot be the 
end of the road for the reform of cam
paign financing. One ultimat-e goal of 
that effort must remain public financing 
of campaigns. 

There will be substantial discussion of 
the need for public financing when the 
bill is brought up, and I will have more 
to say about this goal at that time. But in 
the meanwhile, Congress will first be act
ing on S. 372 with regard to expenditure 
limits, contribution limits, and enforce
ment mechanisms for both under the 
present system of private campaign fi
nancing. Our first task, therefore, is to 
try to pass as strong a bill as we can. I 
ask unanimous consent that the amend
ment and a com;>arison of it and the 
committee bill be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment and material were ordered to be 
printed in· the RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 419 
On page 56--60, strike section 615, and in

sert in lieu thereof a new section 615, as 
follows: 
"Sec. 615. Limitations on Contributions by 

Individuals and on Expendi
tures by Certain Other Persons 

(a) No individual shall make, and no can
didate or political comm.ittee acting on be
half of a candidate shall accept, any contri
bution during any calendar year to or for 
the benefit of any candidate which is in ex
cess of the amount which, when added to 
the total amount of all other contributions 
made by that individual during that calen-

CXIX--1633-Part 20 

dar year to or for the benefit of a particular 
candidate, would equal $1,000. 

(b) No individual shall make, and no can
didate or political committee shall accept, 
any contribution during any calendar year 
to or for the benefit of any candidate or any 
political committee, including political com
mittees specified in subsection (c) (3), which 
is in excess of the lesser of-

( 1) the amount which, when added to the 
total amount of all contributions made by 
that individual to or for the benefit of all 
candidates and all political committees dur
ing the calendar year, would equal $15,000; 
or 

(2) the amount which, when added to the 
total amount of contributions made by that 
individual and the members of his family 
to or for the benefit of all candidates and 
all political committees during that calen
dar year, would equal $30,000. 

(c) (1) No person (other than an individ
ual), but including any group of individuals 
formally or informally acting in combination 
or concert, shall make, and no candidate or 
political committee acting on behalf of a 
candidate shall accept, any expenditure dur
ing any calendar year for or on behalf of a 
particular candidate which is in excess of 
the amount whidh, when added to the total 
amount of all other expenditures made by 
that person for or on behalf of that candi
date during that calendar year, would equal 
$3,000. 

(2) No person shall make any independent 
expenditure on behalf of a candidate which, 
when added to the total amount of other 
independent expenditures made by that per
son on behalf of that candidate during that 
calendar year, would exceed $1,000. For pur
poses of this section, an expenditure shall 
not be deemed to be independent if it con
stitutes an expenditure on behalf of a can
didate within the meaning of section 614 
(c) (3) of Title 18 U.S.C. 

(3) This subsection shall not apply to the 
central campaign committee or the State 
campaign committee of a candidate; to the 
national committee of a political party, or 
any political committee which is controlled 
by that national committee; the State com
mittee of a political party, or any political 
committee which is controlled by that State 
committee; or to the Democratic or Republi
can Campaign Committees of the Senate or 
House of Representatives. 

(d) For purposes of the limitations con
tained in this section, all contributions 
made by any person directly or indirectly on 
behalf of a particular candidate, including 
contributions which are in any way ear
marked, encumbered or otherwise directed 
through an intermediary or conduit to that 
candidate, shall be treated as contributions 
from that person to that candidate. 

(e) For purposes of the limitations con
tained in this section, as well as for purposes 
of all other sections of this Act, the terms 
contribution and expenditure shall not be 
construed to include communications by 
any organization to its members and their 
families on any subject; nor shall it include 
the costs of the establishment, administra
tion or solicitation of contributions to a sep
arate segregated fund to be utilized for polit
ical purposes, if the establishment and ad
ministration of, and solicitation to such 
funds do not constitute a violation of 18 
USC 610 or 18 USC 611, and communications 
(including advertisements) to any person on 
any subject by any organization which is or
ganized solely as an issue-oriented organiza
tion which communications neither · endorse 
nor oppose any candidate for federal office. 

(f) The limitations imposed by subsection 
(a) and by subsection (b) shall apply on an 
overall basis to all elections in a calendar 
year in which a given candidate participates, 

including all primary, primary run-off and 
general elections. Such limitations shall ap
ply separately, on an overall basis, to any 
special election in the same calendar year, 
including all primary and primary run-off 
elections therefor. 

(g) (1) Any contribution made in connec
tion with a campaign in a year other than 
the calendar year in which the election to 
which that campaign relates is held, shall, 
for the purposes of this section, be taken 
into consideration and counted toward the 
limitations imposed by this section for the 
calendar year in which that election is held. 

(2) Contributions made to or for the bene
fit of a candidate nominated by a political 
party for election to the Office of Vice Presi
dent shall be held and considered for pur
poses of this section, to have been made to 
or for the benefit of the candidate nomi
nated by that party for election to the Office 
of President. 

(h) For purposes of this section, the 
term-

" (1) 'family' means an individual and his 
spouse and any of his children who have 
not attained the age of eighteen years; and 

"(2) 'political party' means a political 
party which in the next preceding presiden
tial election, nominated candidates for elec
tion to the offices of President and Vice 
President, and the electors of which party 
received in such election, in any or all of the 
States, an aggregate number of votes equal 
in number to at least 10 per centum of the 
total number of votes cast throughout the 
United States for all electors for candidates 
for President and Vice President in such 
election. 

(1) Violation of the provisions of this sec
tion is punishable by a fine of not to exceed 
$25,000, imprisonment for not to exceed five 
years, or both. 

COMPARISON OF S. 372, AS REPORTED, AND 
HART AMENDMENT 

Issue 

ln.dividual contribu
tions per candidate. 

Aggregate family con
tributions to all 
candidates. 

Interest group con
tributions. 

Contributions by 
political party 
committees. 

Independent activity 
on behalf of a 
candidate. 

Limit on earmarking __ 

Committee bill Amendment 

$10,000 for Con- $1,000 for Con-
gress (5 in gress, $1,000 for 
general plus 5 President 
in primary), 
$30,000 for 
President (15 
in primary plus 
15 in general). 

$100,000 _________ $15,000. 

Same as individ- $3,000. 
ual contribu-
ti1lns. 

No limit __________ No limit. 

Unlimited __ __ ____ $1,000. 

Not specifically 
covered. 

limited to amount 
of direct con
tributi1ln per
mitted per 
candidate AND 
counts against 
that limit 

CoMMON CAUSE, 
Washington, D.C., July 25, 1973. 

DEAR SENAToR: The consideration this week 
of S. 372 provides the Senate with its first 
legislative opportunity to respond to the crit
ical campaign finance issues raised by Water
gate and related events. 

Although S. 372 presently does not deal 
with public financing, which is the single 
most important step needed for eliminating 
the corrupting role of money in politics, it 
does raise a number of important campaign 
finance issues. 

One of the most vital issues contained in 
S. 372 deals with the size of the limit& to be 
imposed on private campaign contributions. 
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The contribution limits presently in the bill 
are so high as to be virtually meaningless in 
curbing past political giving practices. 

Common Cause strongly supports the Hart 
amendment which would substantially re
duce the permissible amounts as set forth in 
S. 372. The Hart amendment is supported 
by a broad coalition of groups including Com
mon Cause, Ralph Nader's Congress Watch, 
the National Committee for an Effective Con
gress, the AFL-CIO, the UAW, and the Center 
for Public Financing of Elections. 

Under the Hart proposal, individuals could 
give no more than $1,000 and political com
mittees no more than $3,000 on behalf of any 
single candidate's election. In addition, there 
would be an overall aggregate limit of $15,000 
on the amount that an individual and the 
members of that individual's family, includ
ing spouse and minor children, could give to 
all candidates and all political committees 
in an election year. 

The most far reaching improvement pres
ently contained inS. 372 is the creation of an 
independent elections commission. Common 
Cause believes this Commission is of critical 
importance to the future enforcement of 
campaign finance laws. We strongly urge op
position to any amendments designed to 
weaken the Commission and the broad crim
inal and civil enforcement powers provided 
for it. 

Common Cause also urges support for the 
following important amendments to be of• 
fered: 

( 1) The Proxmire-Stafford amendment to 
stop the repeal, in effect, of Section 611 
which presently bars government contractors 
from channeling campaign contributions to 
candidates through controlled political ac
tion funds. Common Cause sent a separate 
letter on this amendment on July 19, 1973. 

(2) The Mondale, Mathias, and Stevenson 
amendments to retain the"key disclosure pro
vision contained in the 1971 law that the 
occupation and principal place of business 
be listed for each contributor over $100, while 
eliminating the need for this information 
with regard to contributions of $100 or less, 

(3) The Bentsen amendment to make the 
Comptroller General, as the head of GAO, a 
statutory member of the Federal Elections 
Commission and thereby provide a nonparti
san seventh member of the Commission along 
with no more than three from each party . . 
This would also assure that the Commission 
has available the experience and expertise of 
the GAO in this area. 

(4) The Byrd (W.Va.) amendment which 
would make it a crime to embezzle or other
wise convert for personal or private use 
funds which have been raised for political 
campaign purposes. 

( 5) The Cranston amendment to provide 
that the limits set forth in the 1971 law on 
the amount that a candidate can give to his 
own campaign apply over the full course of 
an election and not separately for a primary 
and general election. 

(6) The Tunney amendment to provide 
candidates with a right of adoption for dam
ages for violations of the campaign finance 
laws by their opponents which materially af
fected the election. 

(7) The Stevenson-Mathias package of 
amendments to strengthen and improve vari
ous provisions of the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971. 

common Cause believes that the adop
tion of the amendments we have set :forth 
would substantially improve S. 372 and rep
resent an important step forward in reform
ing our campaign finance laws. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN W. GARDNER. 

AMENDMENT NO. 420 

(Ordered to be printed, and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. JACKSON submitted an amend
ment, intended to be proposed by him, 
to Senate bill 372, supra. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 421 AND 422 

(Ordered to be printed, and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. MATHIAS submitted two amend
ments, intended to be proposed by him, 
to Senate bill 372, supra. 

AMENDMENT OF EXPORT ADMIN
ISTRATION ACT OF 1969-AMEND
MENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 418 

(Ordered to be printed, and referred 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing 
and Urban Affairs.) 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I am 
submitting an amendment to S. 2053, 
a bill designed to amend the Export 
Administration Act of 1969. This amend
ment provides that exporters of feed 
grains and the major oilseed commodi
ties are required to report to the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture any and all 
firm export contracts. The exporters will 
be required to report by commodity, class 
of that commodity, quantity, market 
year in which the export is to occur, 
and destination of that export. 

. The report shall be filed with the 
Secretary by noon of the 2d business 
day of each week. In tum, the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall compile the individ
ual reports and make the compilation 
available to the general public during 
that same week. No individual report 

· shall be .made public in order to protect 
the individual exporter in his efforts to 
open new foreign markets. In addition, 
the Department is not required to make 
public the destinations of any export 
sales. This is an important provision, 
Mr. President, because there are those 
importing countries who prefer to keep 
their purchases secret, and I in no way 
intend this provision to cause our coun
try to lose any foreign markets. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
support of this measure because if this 
country is serious about moving its agri
cultural sector to export reliance, then 
this country must have a firm ability to 
always assess our available supplies. In 
past years we have been exporting care
lessly from a surplus position, but the 
recent Russian grain sale rudely forced 
this country to realize that we are not 
fully informed on many of the important 
facts which should be second nature if 
we are to be skillful and wise traders. 

During the recent sale, the Russians 
treated our traders the way the fairway 
barkers handled the city slicker at the 
county fair. And when questioned as to 
why this was possible, the USDA has 
responded that it was because they sim
ply did not have adequate information of 
the sale. This amendment seeks to solve 
that problem-we cannot afford the 
foolishness of another blind sale. 

This amendment, Mr. President, is im
portant to our farmers. American farm
ers have been asked, and encouraged, to . 

expand production this year in response 
to the growth in demand ·ooth at home 
and abroad. 

Farmers have responded by increasing 
plantings by some 25 million acres-de
spite a great deal of bad weather at 
planting time. Most of this expansion is 
in major export commodities that depend 
on foreign sales. As a result, farmers are 
relying more on foreign sales this year, 
and they must have, and deserve to have, 
the best possible knowledge of all export 
sales. Farmers must not be bilked this 
year the way our early harvest wheat 
farmers were bilked by the Russian sale. 
The great majority of our Texas and 
Oklahoma wheat farmers sold their 
wheat for around $1.30 a bushel when 
the Russian sale was unfolding. Within 
a very short period of time, the market, 
forced upward by the Russian purchases, 
soared to over $2. 

Were our farmers foolhardy in selling 
early? No, they were advised to sell early 
by the USDA. When asked, why this 
short-sighted advice was given, the 
USDA responded that it was because of 
lack of the proper machinery to fully 
assess the Russian sale. This amendment 
seeks to correct this inadequacy in the 
USDA information collection system. 

Mr. President, this amendment is im
portant to consumers. The American 
consumer must be guaranteed a plentiful 
supply of feed grains and oilseed prod
ucts. This plentiful supply is mandatory 
if we are to have the economical supplies 
of cereal and meat we have grown ac
customed to. Because we no longer trade 
from large ·surplus stocks, and because 
worldwide demand is up dramatically, 
over-exportati{)n is easily possible unless 
we arm ourselves with the proper infor
mational tools. This amendment will 
provide us with just such a tool. 

Mr. President, this amendment is im
portant to the efficiency of our Govern
ment. The recent GAO study of the Rus
sian grain sale estimates that lack of 
information cost the Government $300 
million in excess export subsidies. 

This Government cannot afford to re
peat this type of mistake. This amend
ment seeks to provide the Government 
with the ability to avoid such mistakes 
in the future. 

I am aware that presently this admin
istration is operating a mandatory re
porting requirement· for exporters of feed 
grains and oilseeds. However, the admin
istration has repeatedly indicated to me 
that they intend this- requirement to be 
temporary. This is unacceptable. We must 
have statutory language to guarantee a 
continuous reporting service. On again, 
off again reporting requirements create 
a hysteria in our commodity markets 
which is unacceptable. A temporary re
porting requirement indicates that ex
port controls are being contemplated. 
This indication forces the commodity 
market into unstable conditions which 
serve to severly frustrate the orderly 
marketing of our agriculture commodi
ties. These unstable conditions force the 
small farmer and small investor away 
from the markets, and this is unhealthy 



July 25, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-· SENATE 25899 

for any market, whether it be commodity 
or financial. 

Let me conclude, Mr. President, by 
stating again that I introduce this 
amendment not to encourage export con
trols. Exactly the opposite. I want to en
able our Government to participate in 
the world markets with the necessary 
marketing tools to always fully assess 
our trading position. This is necessary 
if we are to protect our own consumers, 
provide our agricultural producers with 
adequate marketing knowledge, and more 
fully understand our export capacities. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF AN 
AMENDMENT 

AMJ;<NDMENT NO. 342 TO S. 372 

At the request of Mr. PROXMIRE, the 
Senator from New York <Mr. BucKLEY) 
was added as a cosponsor of amendment 
No. 342 to Senate bill 372. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON NATIONAL 
FUELS AND ENERGY POLICY STUDY 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, for the 
benefit of interested Members, I wish to 
announce that the Interior Committee 
will hold two hearings next week as part 
of its national fuels and energy policy 
study. 

On Wednesday, August 1, the commit
tee will hear testimony from adminis
tration witnesses on S. 2176, the proposed 
National Fuels and Energy Conservation 
Act. This will provide the committee 
with its first opportunity to review the 
administration's program in the field of 
energy conservation. 

On Thursday, August 2, the committee 
will hear testimony from administration 
and private witnesses on the subject of 
oil refinery capacity, with particular em
phasis on the effect of Government poli
cies on the construction of new refineries. 

Both hearings will begin at 10 a.m. in 
room 3110 Dirksen Senate Office Build
ing. Interested parties are invited to sub
mit statements for the record of one or 
both of these hearings by August 17, 1973. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

THE FARM BILL 
Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, as Sena

tors know, on June 8, I voted against the 
farm bill, S. 1888, which is now in a 
Senate-House conference under threat of 
a Presidential veto. The lead editorial in 
today's Wall Street Journal gives a cogent 
~rgument against this legislation. It ex
plains how large outlays to farmers are 
inconsistent with rising world demand 
and rising consumer prices. 

We need improved production and 
efficiency with greater decisionmaking 
freedom for the farmer. As you know, I 
have supported the Russian grain deal 
and increased grain commitments for 
Bangladesh. I believe that we have the 
greatest food productive resources in the 
world and we can help meet the grow-

ing demand if we dispense with our out
moded farm programs. 

I commend this editorial to my col
leagues and ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editor
ial was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, July 25, 1973] 

THE FARM BILL FIGHT 

The federal farm program long has been a 
prime example of government by subsidy, and 
this year seemed an opportune time to begin 
dismantling the costly and outmoded farm 
doles: 

Economic conditions and public sentiment 
favored such a course. But the farm lobbies 
have managed to push four-year farm bills 
through both houses of Congress that not 
only preserve subsidies but actually increase 
the potential exposure of the federal Treasury 
to large outlays to farmers. Since it is unlike
ly that a Senate-House conference committee 
will reduce that exposure, the only hope of 
avoiding it would appear to be a presidential 
veto. We hope that the President's threat of 
doing exactly that is not an idle one. 

The bills provide for direct subsidies to 
growers of wheat, feed grains and cotton 
when prices fall below specified target levels. 
The administration has particularly objected 
to an escalator clause which raises these tar
gets as farm costs rise. In the administration 
view, the new subsidies could cost some $12 
billion over the four-year period. But de
spite this objection it was only late in the 
bill's passage through the House, under the 
shepherding of Agriculture Committee Chair
man Poage (D., Texas) that it began to en
counter serious resistance. 

Up until then, it was almost as if Congress 
was oblivious to the country's rebellious 
mood about farm subsidies. A Senate bill 
with even higher "target" levels than the 
House version had passed with surprising 
ease. Moreover, the Senate had refused to 
plug up a loophole that has thwarted at
tempts to impose an effective ceiling on how 
much subsidy money can be handed out to 
big farmers on any one crop. 

But subsidy foes gradually chipped away 
at the House bilL Congressman Paul Finley 
(R., TIL) and Silvio Conte (R., Mass.) 
pushed through an amendment cutting the 
maximum subsidy payment to any farmer 
for any crop to $20,000 from $55,000. More 
importantly, they closed the loophole that 
allowed farmers to evade the ceilings by split
ting up their acreage among members of their 
families or by leasing land. This was a par
ticular blow to large cotton farmers, who were 
reluctant to see the bill pass in that form. 
Then, another blow was delivered to the cot
ton growers by an amendment to cut off a $10 
million federal subsidy to Cotton Inc., which 
is supposed to promote cotton sales and tech
nology but seems to spend a lot of its money 
on fancy office quarters and high-salaried 
executives. 

Further erosion of the subsidy lobby's posi
tion came when Rep. Robert H. Michel (R., 
lll.) got surprising support for an unsuccess
ful amendment that would have given the 
administration much of what it wanted, 
namely a three-year phase-out of direct in
come subsidies altogether. 

The bill finally passed the House, but only 
by a 226 to 182 vote, which suggests that a 
presidential veto could be sustained. In that 
case, assuming no compromise by the Presi
dent, the farm act of 1949, as amended in 
1958, would come back into play when the 
present farm act expires at the end of this 
year. That wouldn't end subsidies in -prin
ciple but administration experts feel the 
Treasury would be considerably less exposed 
to subsidy drains. 

The administration has been emboldened 
to tackle the support lobby this year because 
of a combination of factors. R ising world 
demand has boosted farm prices and income 
and reduced farmer interest in federal sup
port. Consumers are increasingly resentful 
of the combination of high food prices and 
continued farm subsidies. There is greater 
understanding in Congress of the inflation
ary effect of budget deficits. The $4 billion 
to $5 billion that goes to farmers offers a 
place to cut. 

The complaints from consumers about 
food prices have overridden everything else, 
but also led to an attempt to control food 
cost s , which has been highly damaging to 
farm productiv ity. The freeze, now lifted on 
all products except beef, ran counter to the 
administration's basic agricultural policy, 
which is aimed at improving production and 
efficiency. That basic policy would remove 
subsidies that tend to limit farmers' incen
tives to seek the most profitable ways of 
putting their land to work. The 1970 farm 
bill moved in that direction by permitting 
greater decision-making freedom. Some 
Southern farmers, for example, have 
switched from supported crops to soybeans, 
which are in heavy world demand. This sort 
of thing should be further encouraged. 

It is indeed possible that continued heavy 
world demand will keep farm prices above 
t he proposed target levels that would trigger 
direct subsidies. But that is by no means a 
certainty and the prospect of a $12 billion 
Treasury drain, even spread over four years, 
is not encouraging at a time when it is im
perative for the administration to bring the 
federal budget back into balance to curb in
:fiatlon. For that reason we hope the ad
ministration remains firm in its resolve when 
the farm bill finally lands on its doorstep. 

PIONEER DAY IN UTAH 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, yesterday 

Iny State of Utah was filled with parades 
and pageants, with ceremonies and cele
brations. It marked the 125th anniver
sary of the arrival of the Mormon pio
neers into the Salt Lake Valley in 1847. 

Pioneer day was celebrated not only 
in Utah but in towns and cities through
out the Rocky Mountains, because the 
settlement of the Mormon pioneers in 
the Salt Lake Valley began the coloniza
tion of the entire Western United States 
between the Missouri River and the Pa
cific coast. 

Pioneers first entering the valley of 
the Great Salt Lake found it nearly void 
of vegetation and with but one solitary 
cedar tree in the area which is now Salt 
Lake City, which seemed to accentuate 
the inherent desolation of the area. Now, 
one looks across a verdant valley with 
beautiful homes, churches, schools, and 
industry, with beautiful trees and 
:flowers. These are a tribute to the dili
gence of these early settlers. 

The settling of the valley by coura
geous pioneers is a result of their desire 
to worship God according to their belief. 
Their faith stemmed from the teachings 
of Joseph Smith, the founder of the 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 
Saints. After a humble beginning in New 
England, the church moved to Ohio, to 
the city of Kirtland. But within a short 
time, the persecution they had experi
enced in New York was manifest in Ohio. 
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A new beginning was sought in Mis

souri, where the Saints settled in the 
western part. Once again, discord de
veloped between the Mormons and their 
neighbors which made it apparent that 
a further rooting up of homes and fam
ilies had become necessary. 

This time, the members of the church 
moved to Illinois to be free from the 
threats that had plagued them in Mis
souri. Here they established the city of 
Nauvoo on the Mississippi River. This 
city witnessed the death, in nearby 
Carthage, of the Mormon prophet, 
Joseph Smith. It was from Nauvoo, that 
the church initiated its historic west
ward trek to the "land of the everlasting 
hills." 

The story of that movement of the 
church to the Rocky Mountains is a 
worldwide legend which is familiar to us 
all. It deeply etched in the annals of 
our national history, a saga of heroism 
and sacrifice. 

The month of July 1973, also marks 
the end of the first year of the presi
dency of Harold B. Lee, who was named 
11th president of the Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints on July 7, 
1972. President Lee succeeded President 
Joseph Fielding Smith as head of the 3 
million member church. At the age of 
7 4, he is the youngest head of the church 
in 40 years. 

Harold B. Lee is a man of spiritual 
eminence and a leader in the business 
and civic world as well. He was appointed 
to the Council of the Twelve, the church's 
ruling body, in 1941 after serving 4 years 
as managing director of the church's then 
newly created welfare program. He was 
named a first counselor to President 
Smith in 1970. 

Born in Clifton, Idaho, March 22, 1899, 
one of six children of Samuel M. and 
Louise Bingham Lee, Harold B. Lee grew 
up on a family farm in Cache County, 
Utah, and received a teacher's certificate 
from the Albion State Normal School at 
the age of 17. 

He took his first teaching job in a one
room school near Weston, Idaho. He was 
scarcely older than some of his pupils. 
He taught in other small schools in 
southern Idaho and at the age of 18, be
came principal of the Oxford, Idaho, 
district. 

After a 2-year church mission, Mr. Lee 
moved to Salt Lake City where he at
tended the University of Utah and be
came principal of the Whittier, and later 
the Wilson elementary schools. 

He has been a Salt Lake City Com
missioner, as well as an educator, busi
nessman, and civic leader, and became 
the youngest stake president--similar in 
size to a diocese--in the church when 
called to head the Pioneer Stake in 1930. 

This was the beginning of the depres
sion and members of the Pioneer Stake 
were hard pressed to find steady employ
ment. Some 4,800 of 7,500 members were 
out of work. President Lee started a 
stake welfare program to take care of 
the needy and unemployed, launched 
building and work projects, established 
and stocked a warehouse for storing and 

distributing food and other commodities, 
and sponsored a variety of rehabilitation 
efforts. 

Because of the success of his work, he 
was selected in 1935 to work with the 
church's newly inaugurated welfare pla~ 
and in 1937 became its managing direc
tor. At this point President Lee resigned 
his post as Salt Lake City Commissioner. 
He later became chairman of the gen
eral church welfare committee, after his 
appointment to the Council of Twelve 
in 1941. 

President Lee has been a key figure in 
planning and implementing the admin
istrative and program changes that have 
made such a profound impact on the 
church during the past decade. In 1960 
he became general chairman of the 
church correlation committee which de
veloped the widely known "home teach
ing" and "family home evening" pro
grams. 

He serves on the board of directors of 
many business firms and has been 
awarded honorary degrees from Utah 
State University and Brigham Young 
University. 

The Latter-day Saints Church is most 
fortunate to have at its head a man of 
so many accomplishments and talents. 
Above all is his great spiritual leadership. 
I take this occasion to pay tribute to him 
here today, as well as to the Mormon 
pioneers who arrived in Utah 126 
years ago. 

THE EPA PROPOSES TO "ROOK" THE 
PEOPLE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have a 

friend, a very dear friend, down in North 
Carolina, who often quotes Will Rogers' 
famous statement to the effect that "All 
I know is what I read in the newspapers." 

My friend's name is H. F. Seawell, Jr., 
and he is affectionately known as 
"Cousin Chub" by thousands of North 
Carolinians. Mr. Seawell is a successful 
attorney, a dedicated born-again Chris
tian, and a highly respected citizen of my 
State. 

Mr. Seawell came to mind this morn
ing, Mr. President, as I read an editorial 
in the Raleigh News and Observers' edi
tion of July 23. That newspaper and I 
often-in fact, generally-differ in our 
respective economic philosophies. I have 
frequently sustained editorially inflicted 
contusions and mild abrasions at the 
hands of that newspaper, and I shall not 
contend that all of them have been un
deserved. 
· Be that as it may, when I find myself 
in nearly complete agreement with an 
editorial position of the News and Ob
server, I think it is a signal event that 
should be made a matter of record-in 
the RECORD. 

Seriously, Mr. President, the News 
and Observer's comments concerning the 
position of the Environmental Protection 
Agency ought to be of considerable con
cern to the EPA. Here is a decidedly 
liberal editor who has a built-in dis
like for investor-owned electric power 
companies, saying flatly that EPA has 

overstepped the bounds of logic and fair
ness. 

If the EPA persists in this unfortunate 
position, then the News and Observer 
will be correct. The people of my State, 
served by Carolina Power & Light Co., 
will be rooked in more ways than one 
by an arbitrary and unjustified exercise 
of Federal authority on the part of the 
EPA. 

Mr. President, I return to my friend, 
Chub Seawell. When he sees somebody, 
or a group of somebodies, doing some
thing ridiculous-something that will 
diminish the stature and acceptance of 
that person or that group, Mr. Seawell 
says: 

They're just commit ting ambush on them
selves. 

And that, Mr. President, is what the 
EPA is doing in this instance. The EPA 
cannot afford many errors of judgment 
resulting in criticism from its best 
friends. And the people of my State can
not afford to be rooked by an abuse of 
Federal authority. I sincerely hope EPA 
will see the light, and remedy the dam
age it has already done. 

I ask unanimous consent that the News 
and Observer's editorial in this connec
tion be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

CP&L, RATE PAYERS BOTH ROOKED 
If there were some practical -and legal way 

for Carolina Power & Light Co. to escape 
what federal and state regulators imposed 
on it and its rate payers Thursday, the 
utility would appear justified in doing so. 

The regulators have thrown a monkey 
wrench in CP&L plans to create an economi· 
cal cooling system in connection with its 
proposed $1.1 billion nuclear electric plant 
southwest of Raleigh. The result Will be addi· 
tiona! delay of the project and added costs 
of perhaps $50 million or more for an alterna-
tive cooling method. . . 

This has nothing to do with whether the 
proposed plant will be a. safe facility, or 
whether nuclear energy is an appropriate fuel 
for power generation, or whether the elec
tricity to be produced is needed in the public 
interest. 

Such questions will be vigorously and prop
erly pursued at an August 6 hearing here 
under auspicies of the Atomic Energy Com
mission. The Conservation Council of North 
Carolina has intervened in that case, taking 
exception to alleged weaknesses in the plant 
design. 

The hearing will amount to a trial, after 
which the hearing board will make a decision 
that, presumably, will allow CP&L to build 
a safe, necessary facility or none at all . 

The Thursday action, taken by the St ate 
Board of Water and Air Resources (but 
actually prompted by the Atlanta regional 
administrator of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency) related solely to plans to pro
vide cooling water for the plant. 

CP&L wanted to do it with a 10,000 acre 
man-made lake, circulatiilg water through 
the generating plant's steam condensers, back 
around the lake to cool, and back through 
the condensers. 

Based on technical data submitted months 
ago,· the state board was all set to give the 
needed approval. Various aspects of the pla.n 
were judged tentatively to be either environ
mentally acceptable or advantageous. A board 
order finding these facts and approving th• 
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project had been drawn by the board's staff 
prior to Thursday's meeting. 

Before the meeting, however, a letter to 
the board from federal EPA regional ad
ministrator Jack Ravan objected to the size 
o! the lake and its mixed recreational values. 
Ra.van advised the state to insist on ex
pensive cooling tower structures and a small
er lake of no recreational values, saying these 
would better meet the concept of what EPA 
will be approving in the future. 

The cooling towers will cost CP&L's rate 
payers perhaps $50 million more, will require 
more water from the river to make up for 
evaporation, will prevent even marginal rec
reation benefits in a. smaller lake and will 
not cool the nuclear plant's steam condensers 
even one degree more efficiently. The towers 
and smaller lake will consume less land, ap
parently the EPA's chief concern. 

EPA 1s embracing a power plant cooling 
concept that undoubtedly is sound for many 
nuclear plant sites in the nation. State 
agencies must fall in line. But imposition of 
the concept in this instance appears both 
arbitrary and wasteful. 

CP&L sometimes has seemed insensitive to 
the broad public interest. In its drive to pro
duce the cheapest possible electricity and to 
sell as much of it as possible, its plants have 
pollu:ted the air and dumped heated water 
into public streams, almost as much and as 
long as the law allowed. 

It is unjust, however, to impose a need
less and costly change on the cooling lake 
planned for the company's proposed Wake 
County plant. The controversy and defen
sive maneuvering encouraged are inappro
priate and harmful. And they may over
shadow and confuse more legitimate disagree
ments that still must be resolved at the 
August 6 hearing about the design of the 
plant itself. 

SENATE PASSES HUMPHREY RES
OLUTION REQUIRING 1974 AGRI
CULTURE CENSUS 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

want to express my appreciation to the 
members of the Senate Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee and other Sen
ators for their quick approval of Senate 
Journal Resolution 95, on June 22, 1973, 
which requires the Secretary of Com
merce to proceed with conducting the 
1974 Census of Agriculture in accord 
with existing law. 

This resolution was passed by the Sen
ate while I was in London as an official 
representative of the Senate at the 
Dichley Conference of British and Amer
ican parliamentarians. It requires the 
Secretary of Commerce to submit within 
30 days of its enactment an estimate of 
funds needed for a 1974 Agricultural 
Census and requires that appropriated 
funds for planning the census be utilized 
for that purpose. 

Present law stipulates that a census 
of agriculture be conducted every 5 
years. The last agricultural census was 
taken in 1969. 

The administration, despite these re
quirements of law, impounded funds ap
propriated by Congress for the current 
fiscal year to proceed with the planning 
necessary to conduct this vitally impor
tant census next year. The administra
tion also, in its budget request for fiscal 
year 1974, asked for no funds whatsoever 
to conduct next year's census of agri-

culture. These moves were taken uni
laterally by the Bureau of Census and 
the President's Office of Management 
and Budget without consultation with 
either the Congress or outside interested 
parties. Even the Bureau's own Agricul
tural Advisory Committee was not con
sulted on these moves. 

Strong opposition to the administra
tion's proposal to conduct no census of 
agriculture during 1974 was voiced by 
a number of individuals and groups at 
hearings held by the Senate Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee on my res
olution. I know that these individuals 
and groups join me in expressing ap
preciation to that committee and the 
Senate for the passage of Senate Joint 
Resolution 95. 

I have written to Congressman THAD
DEUS DuLSKI, chairman of the House 
Post Office and Civil Service Commit
tee, and Congressman RICHARD WHITE, 
chairman of the House Subcommittee on 
Census and Statistics, expressing my 
hope that prompt action will be taken 
on House Resolution 518, which is iden- · 
tical legislation to Senare Joint Resolu
tion 95. Quick action by Congress is es
sential if the planning necessary to con
duct this vitally important census next 
year is to be accomplished. 

Every day that passes between now and 
the time this resolution is enacted into 
law will make it increasingly difficult to 
proceed with the necessary planning to 
conduct next year's census. Therefore, I 
hope that prompt action can be taken 
by the House of Representatives to se
cure passage of this important piece of 
legislation. 

Mr. President, I also appeal to the 
President to review his decision on the 
1974 agricultural census, taking into 
consideration the food and fuel crisis 
and the strong recommendation for a 
census that he has received from the 
U.S. Senate, and to restore immediately 
the inipounded planning funds. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an editorial entitled "Need 
Farm Census in 1974," which appeared in 
the July 21 issue of the Farmer, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NEED FARM CENSUS IN 1974 
They're tinkering with agriculture again. 

This time with its benchmark of progress, 
the ag census. 

Officials in the Bureau of the Census want 
the 1974 Census of Agriculture postponed 
until 1977, when it can be combined with 
manufacturing, trade and business. Census 
officials would redefine farins to include only 
those with higher incomes, lop off smaller 
farins, put emphasis on production data and 
pretty much ignore the people in farming. 

Rationale is that the ag census should be 
concurrent with the economic census. That 
would permit more integrated coverage of 
services to farmers, enhance economic re
lationships between agriculture and other 
businesses, and provide common years for 
measuring all economic sectors. 

Behind the Bureau proposal is the Presi
dent's budget, which allowed .no funds for 
a 1974 ag census, although federal law re-

quires one be taken every fifth year, covering 
years ending in 4 and 9. His rationale was 
that agriculture is getting to be a. factory
type operation, with production increasingly 
industrial in nature and the need for inte
gration of census gathering more compelling. 

That may make some sense, to a. point. But 
it leaves out an awful lot that can hurt 
agriculture. 

For one thing, it leaves out people. If 
Census officials were to redefine farms to 
cover only operations grossing $5,000 or 
more-double the 1969 census base of $2,500, 
but the lowest increase proposed-farm num
bers would shrink to 1.3 million. Fifty-six 
percent of toda.y's farmers wouldn't be 
counted. They'd become something else, 
maybe non-farmers. Yet many of them are 
farmers in every true sense except income. 

Chopping a million farmers off the bottom 
would give a distorted picture of agriculture. 
Average farm income would more than 
double, on paper. Farmers would appear more 
in the main stream o! the economy, with 
less need for attention. They'd look well off, 
when in fact, many are not. 

USDA would have less information on 
which to base direct payments and price 
supports. There would be no accurate county
by-county tally on which to allocate funds 
for prograins like rural development. Nor for 
revenue sharing or a.g research and extension 
prograins, which are based in part on rural 
and farm populations. Farm organizations, 
machinery manufacturers, fertilizer suppliers 
and other private users wouldn't have the 
specific county and community population 
and economic profiles on which they base . 
production projections. Indeed, how could 
an accurate estimate o! current farm fuel 
needs be made, were it not for 1969 census 
figures-which are already outdated but just 
now becoming fully available? 

What's really needed is more farm census 
data, not less. Farming is changing faster 
than ever before. It's more diverse and the 
job of collecting data more complex. Agri
culture has changed more the past five years 
than in any previous five-year period, as 
North Dakota. Congressman Mark Andrews 
pointed out to Census Bureau officials during 
recent hearings. 

We need more accurate farm data. We need 
it made available in less time. You can help 
get it by supporting a resolution by Minne
sota's Senator Humphrey that the 1974 ag 
census be conducted, as mandated. Then 
let's go after additional funds to improve the 
data-gathering and processfng techniques for 
the one to follow in '79. 

MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE 
REDUCTIONS IN EUROPE 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, recently 
the preliminary talks on mutual and 
balanced forced reductions were con
cluded in Vienna between seven members 
of the NATO alliance and four mem
bers of the Warsaw Pact. It was decided 
to hold a main conference beginning on 
October 30, preferably in Geneva. 

The results of the preliminary con
ference were meager: conferees failed 
even to agree on the agenda for the main 
conference. However, there was at least 
one temporary compromise which has 
aroused concern both in the United 
States and Western Europe and which 
I urge the administration to remedy at 
the start of the October conference. 

I refer to the compromise on the status 
of Hungary which, according to NATO 
proposals, was to be included among the 
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full participants of the conference. 
Hungarian participation would assure 
that the 40,000 Soviet troops on her ter
ritory, assigned to the central front, 
could be included into any coming MBFR 
agreement. The compromise reached be
tween our negotiator, Jonathan Dean, 
and his Russian counterpart in April, 
later accepted by our NATO allies, called 
for the exclusion of the Hungarian ques
tion from the preliminary conference 
and for the reduction of Hungary to an 
observer status. 

Actually, the term "compromise" is a 
euphemism since we are again confronted 
with a one-sided concession on the part 
of the United States without a contrib
uting action on the part of the Soviet 
Union. As everybody knows, postwar 
history is replete with similar "compro
mises." 

Fortunately, the NATO powers re
tained the right to raise the problem of 
the status of Hungary at the main con
ference. 

In view of the strategic and tactical 
disadvantages a Hungarian "sanctuary" 
for the Soviet Union would mean for the 
NATO forces in Europe after any MBFR 
agreement, and the opportunities &lch a 
sanctuary would extend to the Soviet 
Union for direct intervention in case of a 
post-Tito crisis in Yugoslavia, I w·ge the 
administration to avail itself of its diplo
matic instrumentalities in order to insure 
the inclusion of the Soviet forces in Hun
gary on the agenda of the conference and 
the readmission of Hungary as full par
ticipant at the October conference. 

The Soviet attitude on this matter is 
truly remarkable, and gives an important 
clue to the depth of sincerity of their 
detente-era statements. Imagine, Russia 
objecting to the participation in a con
ference of one of their puppet govern
ments. 

Their position is an ominous harbinger 
for the conference, and it is now up to 
our Government to insist that no mutual 
force reduction can possibly be regarded 
as equitable so long as Hungary remains 
occupied at the current level. 

We must make it plain to the Soviets 
that their good faith cannot be presumed 
so long as they insist on the exclusion of 
the Hungarian question from the agenda 
for European demilitarization. 

ADMINISTRATION REAFFIRMS SUP
PORT FOR GENOCIDE CONVEN
TION 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I have 

recently received a letter from Mr. Mar
shall Wright, Assistant Secretary for 
Congressional Relations at the Depart
ment of State, in which Mr. Wright re
affirms the support of the Nixon admin
istration for the Genocide Treaty. 

President Nixon urged the Senate on 
February 19, 1970, "to consider anew 
this important convention and to grant 
its advice and consent to ratification." 
The President said, 

This action would demonstrate unequiv
ocally our country's desire to participate in 

the building of international order based on 
law and justice. 

The administration, I am pleased to 
report, has not diminished its unquali
fied support of the Genocide Convention. 
Mr. Wright, in his recent letter, says: 

As you know, the Department of State vig
orously supports ratification of the Genocide 
Convention. We are pleased that President 
Nixon's initiative of resubmitting the Con
vention in 1970 is on the verge of resulting 
in consideration of this important treaty by 
the full Senate. The Convention defines the 
crime and declares it to be a crime under in
ternational law. The Administration could 
not support ratification more strongly. 

Mr. President, I sincerely welcome this 
renewed expression of support from the 
State Department. Mr. Wright's letter, 
which was printed in its entirety in yes
terday's RECORD, arrives at a critical 
moment for those who are concerned 
with contemporary genocide and the 
stature and effectiveness of the United 
States in the world today. It is our hope 
that the Senate will consider this im
portant document when it returns from 
its summer recess and redress the years 
of neglect during which the Genocide 
Convention has awaited ratification. The 
Senate's record of delay has made hypo
crites of all Americans who oppose spe
cific genocide crimes yet whose legisla
ture refuses to endorse a treaty which 
gives meaning to this opposition. 

As Mr. Wright recognizes, passage of 
the convention would go a long way to
ward bolstering the position of the 
United States as it attempts to deal with 
acts of genocide occurring in foreign 
nations. The events which occurred last 
year and which appear to be resuming 
on a much larger scale in Burundi should 
reinforce our resolve to act favorable on 
this vital matter. Ratification would 
have clearly strengthened our hand last 
year as we sought to stop the slaughter 
of innocents in Burundi. More generally, 
Mr. Wright notes that ratification would 
serve to mobilize the opposition of other 
nations who are also concerned for the 
lives and well-being of every world citi
zen. The time has come for us to rec
ognize our responsibilities and join with 
the 76 nations of the world that have al
ready done so. 

S. 1875-THE REHABILITATION ACT 
OF 1973 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I am 
in receipt of a letter from HEW's Acting 
Secretary, Frank Carlucci, concerning S. 
1875, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 
which passed the Senate on the 18th of 
this month. 

In our floor debate on the amendment 
and the committee report, I and anum
ber of my colleagues interpreted certain 
legislative language in the bill's authori
zation sections as floors which we felt 
were the minimum amounts necessary 
to run the programs. 

As you are aware, Mr. President, the 
administration supports this bill in prin
ciple on most every aspect. However, the 
administration's interpretation of this 

particular wording in the authorization 
section is different than ours. Since re
ports on this bill were not available until 
just prior to passage, the administration 
did not have an opportunity to have its 
interpretations placed in the RECORD at 
the time of the debate. 

I, therefore, .ask unanimous consent on 
behalf of myself and Senator CRANSTON, 
the floor manager of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973, with whom I have discussed 
this matter, that a copy of the letter I 
received from Mr. Carlucci concerning 
the administration's feelings on the au
thorization language be printed in the 
RECORD. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
There being no objection, the letter 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

. SECRETARY OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 

Washington, D.O., July 23~ 1973. 
Hon. ROBERT T. STAFFORD, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR STAFFORD: The report Of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
(Report No. 93-318) on the Vocational Re
habilitation Bill, S. 1875, which the Senate 
passed on July 18, poses a problem for us 
which I feel I must bring to your atten
tion. 

Throughout the bill itself, specific appro
priation authorization amounts for the var
ious programs are coupled with authoriza
tions for "such additional sums as Con
gress may appropriate." Taken on its face, 
such language amounts in our view to no 
more than "such sums" language, which as 
you know the Administration has consistent
ly sought in all authorizing legislation, in
cluding this bill. It was for this reason that 
we agreed to the language in the bill. 

However, the Committee report, which was 
not made available to us untll about noon 
on July 18, on page 6 characterizes the spe
cific authorizations as "floor" amounts. This 
characterization of the specific authorizations 
was clearly not part of the compromise agree
ment worked out on the bill between the 
Administration and you and your colleagues, 
and we were not aware, until we saw there
port, that the Committee was interpreting 
authorization provisions in this way. Had we 
been informed of this characterization in 
time to do so, we would have strongly op
posed such an interpretation. 

In these circumstances, we feel that we 
must state positively that we do not and 
cannot acquiesce in an interpretation of the 
several authorization provisions in S. 1875 
which would construe them as a floor for ap
propriation purposes. We would appreciate 
your help in clarifying our position on this 
matter for the Senate and in making our 
views known to the Conference Committee. 

I would like to add that we greatly appreci
ate the cooperation which you and your staff 
have shown to HEW during Senate considera
tion of S. 1875, and we hope that your work 
can now be followed by conference agreement 
on a vocational rehabilitation bill which will 
gain the President's approval. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK CARLUCCI, 

Acting Secretary. 

NIXON ECONOMIC PHASES AND 
FOOD PRICES 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, when 
this administration instituted phase I of 
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its economic controls, sirloin steak was 
about $1.50 a pound. 

Now we are in phase IV-and bologna 
is $1.54 a pound. Sirloin steak, even with 
a freeze on beef prices, is at $2 a pound. 

This administration may wind up hav
ing more phases than the Moon-and 
with the same absence of positive effect 
on food availability and prices. 

All of us hope, of course, that phase IV 
will be followed-soon-by a return to 
economic normalcy. But, on the record, 
there is not an especially strong reason 
for faith that this administration can 
grope its way out of the economic wilder
ness. 

Where the administration's attack on 
food prices is concerned, I am reminded 
of the Mongol warriors of old. Marco 
Polo reported at the time that these 
horsemen would set off on a long journey 
without food or water, and would satisfy 
hunger and thirst by occasionally draw
ing blood from their own steeds. This is 
a precarious way to travel. It is an ex
treme measure, and its success depends 
on the stamina of the horse and the 
length of the journey. 

Today, with phase IV, we are on that 
kind of a journey. We are living with 
economic measures that are unsatisfac
tory and precarious, though they may be 
necessary under the circumstances. 

What troubles me, Mr. President, is 
that this administration has simply not 
shown itself capable of managing the 
food sector of the economy. 

There are many reasons, of course, why 
food prices in the United States have 
risen. We cannot and do not charge the 
administration with failure to prevent 
the bad weather which is part of the rea
son for higher prices. 

But we certainly have a right to expect 
that the administration, with the enor
mous administrative and informational 
resources it commands, should antici
pate, and accurately predict and provide 
for the economic fluctuations which con
tribute to changes in consumer food 
prices. 

Let us remember that the Secretary of 
Agriculture has thousands of employees 
who are presumably giving him, and 
through him the President, better and 
more complete data on food production 
and consumption than is available to 
any national administration in the world. 

Additional relevant information is pre
sumably available to the President's 
Treasury, Commerce, and State Depart
ments. 

To aid the Chief Executive in the in
terpretation of this data, we have as
sembled in the Council of Economic Ad
visers a resource of men whose economic 
plans and forecasts, unfortunately, have 
proven barely more effectual than primi
tive potions and incantations. 

The economic ship of state is 1n 
stormy se~s, and, though we have hope, 
our Captam s past performance gives us 
lit~le comfort that he knows what he is 
domg or where he is going. 
. J~t consider a few examples of the 
Ineptitude of the administration where 
food prices are concerned. 

In March, Virginia Knauer, the Presi-

dent's Special Assistant on Consumer 
Affairs, held a press conference. She said 
she wanted to give consumers a "battle 
plan" for dealing with soaring food 
prices, some suggestions for saving money 
at the supermarket. 

With Mrs. Knauer's "battle plan" of 
last March and a dollar bill, consumers 
today can buy a dozen eggs; eggs that 
were already high at 65 cents a dozen 
in March. With the "battle plan" and 
$2.25, a consumer today can buy a 3-
pound roasting chicken; chicken that was 
already high at 57 cents a pound in 
March. I could go on with examples 
which add up to the sorry fact that food 
prices have shot up some 10 percent just 
since the first of the year. 

Mr. President, the struggle for lower 
market basket costs is being lost. This 
is a defeat for farmers, processors, and 
consumers alike, despite the administra
tion's "battle plan," despite three phases 
and two freezes, despite white papers 
and rosy forecasts. 

The food price "battle plan" of March 
has become, in short order, July's white 
flag of surrender. "There is no way with 
or without controls," the administration 
now tells us, "to prevent a substantial 
rise of food prices." 

We hear no more administration boasts 
about a 2.5-percent inflation rate, only 
the President's chilling consolation that 
"we should not despair of our plight." 

But if food prices continue to race 
beyond pay increases-then American 
consumers will have grounds for despair. 

On March 20, 1973, a few days after 
Mrs. Knauer's appearance, the Cost of 
Living Council Committee on Food, which 
is chaired by Treasury Secretary Shultz, 
issued a report on food prices. The report, 
which was the most current and pre
sumably accurate the administration 
could then provide, found that: 

Despite the current seriousness of the prob
·Iems today, we can reasonably expect an im
provement in food prices within a few 
months. 

This forecast, given the price bulges 
promised in phase IV is even more off
base than the administration prediction 
of last winter that 1973 food prices would 
rise about 3 percent, a prediction which 
events have shown to be colossally er
roneous. Prices have already skyrocketed 
higher than they have in 20 years. 

Since the March report on food prices 
was issued, the administration found it 
necessary to clamp on a phase 3 Y2 freeze 
on prices, and now "tough" phase IV 
price controls. 

One would be forgiven for thinking, 
given all this price controlling, that 
prices were about ready to be held down. 
Not so, according to Dr. Dunlop, Director 
of the Cost of Living Council. Dr. Dunlop 
has told news reporters that under the 
expected price controls of phase IV 
prices could be expected to rise sharply: 
The President conceded the same thing. 

My concern, Mr. President, is whether 
this administration is capable of provid
ing sound information concerning cur
rent expectations on food supplies and 
prices for the balance of 1973. Dr. Shultz, 
in a tone uncharacteristic of this ad-

ministration, underscored the problem 
when he conceded last week that "our 
record in forecasting what's going to 
happen to food prices leaves us a little 
humble." The difficulty is that it is 
these men of admittedly humble eco
nomic success in whom we must trust 
our economic future. 

The March study concluded that we 
could expect a "more favorable outlook 
for food prices in the second half of 
1973." We have barely begun the second 
half of 1973, and already the supporting 
conclusions and expectations of that 
March study are open to the most serious 
question. I think we are entitled to know 
whether that March "white paper" is or 
is not "operable." 

Specifically, I encourage and ask Sec
retary Shultz to provide the Congress 
with the administration's current re
sponse to serious questions raised by his 
March 20 report on food: 

First. Does he still expect farm prices 
to fall below March levels in the second 
half of 1973 and, by the end of the year, 
to return to a point no higher than that 
of the first of the year, as stated at page 
7 of that report? 

Second. Does he still expect the rate of 
increase in food prices to be near zero by 
the end of this year, as noted at page 7 
of the report? 

Third. What is his current best esti
mate of the annual farm and retail food 
price increases by the end of 1973? 

Fourth. Does he still expect that in 
1973 we will experience greater domes
tic production of all major groups of 
food commodities except dairy and poul
try products, as estimated at page 9 of 
the report? 

Fifth. What have been the market ef
fects of the administration's steps, men
tioned at page 7 of the report, to in
crease cheese imports? 

Sixth. Does he have any reason to al
ter his forecast, at page 7 of the report, 
that food supplies will increase "dra
matically by the fourth quarter?" 

Seventh. Does he still anticipate that 
beef supplies will, as noted on page 8, 
continue to rise through 1973 and, if so, 
to what extent? 

Eighth. Are hog supplies likely to rise 
and prices likely to decline significantly 
through 1973, as he forecasts at page 8 
of the report? 

Ninth. Is he still confident of his pre
diction, at page 8 of the report, of 5 to 
10 percent increases in poultry produc
tion, favorable feed prices and substan
tially lower broiler and egg prices? 

Tenth. Does he still expect fruit pro
duction, as mentioned at page 8 of the 
report, to be well above that of 1972, and 
if so, what are prices likely to be rela
tive to 1972 prices by the end of 1973? 

Eleventh. What have been the results 
of the intensive study of remedies for 
vegetable shortages, mentioned at page 
9 of the report? 

Twelfth. Are his page 9 production 
forecasts, that feed grain supplies will 
rise 5 to 10 percent, that soybeans wtll 
rise 15 to 18 percent, and that wheat will 
rise 12 to 14 percent, still valid? 

If, in the view of Dr. Shultz, the 
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March 20 report is, after barely 4 months, 
now "inoperable," I believe we are en
titled to an explanation. For, if fore
casts are to change every 4 months, how 
can we expect consumers to have faith 
in phase IV? 

I would also appreciate having a copy 
of the list mentioned at page 10 of the 
report of' the 80 different ways which 
were ~der study in March to improve 
food productivity and reduce food costs. 
I would like to know which have been put 
into action, and an explanation of why 
the others have not been put into effect. 

Mr. President, it is almost impossible 
to pick up a newspaper these days with
out reading that the American economy 
is in a mess. In the food area, in partic
ular, I can hardly believe it when I hear, 
these days, of food sh0rtages, of scarcity 
in American grocery stores; when I hear 
that our great farm surpluses are gone 
and that we cannot even export the agri
cultural commodities we have contracted 
to sell. We have had economic difficulties 
in the past and, fortunately, we have sur
mounted them. But it is a matter of very 
serious concern when the administration 
shows itself incapable of analyzing the 
problem competently. We can never ex
pect to solve our economic problems if 
administration economic forecasts turn 
out consistently to be unreliable. 

We all of course hope that the phase IV 
controls will help restore order, confi
dence, and fairness to the marketplace. 
But if these controls are based on the 
kind of faulty analysis we have seen from 
this administration, then we have noth
ing but further troubles in store. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a brief outline of the movement 
of some major economic indicators dur
ing the various Nixon administration 
economic phases, from the July 21 issue 
of the Congressional Quarterly, be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the outline 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

NIXON'S EcONOMIC PHASES 

I. Hailed by President Nixon as his New 
Economic Policy when he announced it Aug. 
15, 1971, the program imposed a 90-day freeze 
on wages and prices. The Consumer Price In
dex (CPI) stood at 120.8 (1967 = 100) and the 
Dow Jones industrial index on the New York 
Stock Exchange was 856.02. Bacon was ad
vertised in New York City at 66 cents a pound 
and chicken at 29 cents. In Chicago, wheat 
was selling for $1.45 a bushel, corn $1.30 and 
soybeans $3.28. The discount rate set by the 
Federal Reserve Board was at 5 per cent and 
the prime (lending) rate charged by major 
banks was 6 per cent. A German mark cost 
29.65 cents in New York. (1971 Weekly Re
port p. 1759, 1970 Almanac, p . 58, 691) 

II. Announced in stages from Nov. 8 to 11, 
1971, it set guidelines of 5.5 per cent for wage 
increases and 2.5 per cent for price increases. 
Raw food products were exempt at their first 
point of sale. The CPI was 122.6, the Dow 
Jones 814.91, retail food prices were still 
frozen, wheat went for $1.60, corn for $1.07 
and soy beans $3.05. The discount rate was 5 
per cent and the prime rate 5% . A mark cost 
29.95 cents (1971 Weekly Report, p. 2416) 

III. Mandatory controls were ended Jan. 11, 
1973, and were to be t·eplaced by a voluntary 
system. The Dow Jones had just closed at its 
highest point in history, 1,051.70. The CPI 
was at 127.3. Bacon and whole chicken were 
not being advertised in The New York T i mes. 
Wheat had climbed to $2.69, corn to $1.58 
a n d soybeans at $4.30. The discount rat e was 

down to 4 ¥2 per cent and the prime rate was 
6 per cent. The cost of a mark, af.ter devalua
tion of the dollar in December 1971, had risen 
to 31.17 cents. (Weekly Report p. 35) 

III-B. Nixon June 13 announced a 60-day 
price freeze while Phase IV controls were 
being drawn up. The Dow Jones was 905.40 
and the CPI was 131.5. Bacon and chicken 
were not advertised in the Times that week. 
Wheat was bringing $2.90, corn $2.47 and soy
beans $9. The discount rate was 7 per cent 
and the prime rate between 8 1,4 and 8¥2 per 
cent. A mark, floating against a further de
valued dollar, cost 34.57 cents. (Weekly Re
port, p. 1483) 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO AMERICA BY 
CITIZENS OF FOREIGN BIRTH 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, on July 
11, 1973, I was privileged to participate 
in the Independence Day ceremonies 
conducted by Argo Lodge No. 413, B'nai 
B'rith. The event was significant as it 
related to a vital part of our national 
heritage. No one who attended could fail 
to have been deeply moved by the per
sonal accounts of cow·age and heroism 
of Americans who had won their citizen
ship after the most harrowing perils and 
against the most frightening odds. 

The special guests of the evening, who 
were each presented with the Haym 
Salomon Freedom Medallion, were born 
in various parts of the world and many 
of them had narrowly escaped death at 
the hands of the Nazis or other oppres
sive regimes. Each of them, after his ar
rival in the United States, has made a 
significant contribution to this country 
and has been rewarded by being recog
nized as a leader in the field of endeavor 
in which he has been engaged. Those 
honored were: 

Paul M. Nussbaum, Esq., counselor to 
the School Board of Prince Georges 
County, Md. 

Mr. Max Berg, builder and president 
of Berg Construction Co., Montgomery 
County, Md. 

Dr. Hans G. Hirsch, economist, U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. 

Hon. Charles A. Docter, member, 
Maryland House of Delegates, Annapolis, 
Md. 

Mr. Eric Rapp, manager, Lansburghs 
Department Store. 

Hon. Harold H. Greene, chief judge, 
Superior Court of the District of Colum
bia. 

Hon. Eric I. Weile, chairman of the 
evening, past president, Argo Lodge, past 
president, District Lodge No. 5. 

Each of those who received a Freedom 
Medallion made a moving response. 
Judge Greene expressed the spirit of the 
evening with great eloquence and humil
ity. He concluded that it was not the 
talents that new citizens brought to 
America which were important but, 
rather, the opportunity that America 
provided for new citizens which should 
be the focal point of the commemoration 
of American independence. 

While I found Judge Greene's remarks 
appropriate and moving, my mind went 
back to the words uttered on the steps 
of the Capitol on January 20, 1961, when 
President Kennedy said: 

Ask not what your count ry can do for you : 
ask what you can do for your country. 

It seems to me that these Americans 
who were honored by Argo Lodge have 

accepted President Kennedy's challenge 
and have contributed enormously to the 
strength and improvement of the Re
public which they have chosen to make 
their home. 

The ceremonies were conducted by Mr. 
Sol Lynn, president of Argo Lodge, and 
by Harry S. Wender. Esq., master of 
ceremonies. Mr. Welle, the chairman of 
the evening, is a past president of Argo 
Lodge as well as a former member of the 
General Assembly of Maryland. Mr. 
David A. Brody, National Director of the 
Washington Office of the Anti-Defama
tion League, contributed to the serious 
and patriotic theme of the evening with 
thoughtful remarks of the character for 
which he is so well known. 

INTERSTATE LAND SALES 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, nearly 

5 years ago, the Congress passed a bill to 
halt the growing fraud connected with 
the interstate sale of land. In spite of our 
noble intention, it has become evident 
that this law has not lived up to its ex
pectations. People are still being taken 
for their life's savings by these unethical 
salesmen. It is for this reason that I in
troduced S. 1753, the Interstate Land 
Sales Act amendments. This bill would 
require the Federal licensing of all deal
ers of interstate land. 

Mr. President, an article by Ralph 
Nader, which appeared in the Ladies 
Home Journal, gives an enlightened in
sight into the continuing fraud occurring 
in this industry. I ask unanimous consent 
that this article be printed in the RECORD 
so that my colleagues may be aware of 
this continuing scandal. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RALPH NADER REPORTS 

Beware the claims of unscrupulous land 
companies! Your dream "resort commu
nity" lot may prove to be a nightmare on 
which you fritter away thousands of 
dollars. 
Charnita, Inc., near Gettysburg, Pa., is 

advertised as a "resort community." Since 
1965, its high-powered salesmen have sold 
some 8,000 half-acre lots. But so far, only 250 
homes have been built. Most of the people 
who planned to vacation or retire there have 
not been able to use their land at all. Some 
own ·1ots on the 85 percent of Charnita the 
Pennsylvania Health Department has de
clared unsuitable for septic tanks. They are 
waiting for t he central sewage system that 
has yet to be built. When the sewage system 
is built, the lot owners themselves will pay 
for it, and preliminary est imates exceed 
$7,500,000. 

Still other owners haven't built because 
their lots are nearly inaccessible. Unpaved 
roads are so steep and narrow that they can't 
be traveled by large vehicles. In addition, no 
storm sewer systems have been built in the 
area, and there are serious erosion problems. 

Landowners who aren't bothered by these 
problems must deal with the fact that Char
nita has no water supply system, and ac
cording to the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Resources, "the chances of 
finding a.dequate supplies of water in the 
overall area for individual homes are gen
erally poor ..•. " 

Aggrieved landowners, with t he help o! 
a cit izen group in t he co"Lmty, tried !or more 
than two years to get help from the govern
ment and courts. Finally, in April 1972, the 
U.S. Depart ment of Housing and Urban De-
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velopment ordered Charnita to halt all sales 
since it couldn't deliver what it promised: 
land to build hop1es on. The corporation's 
efforts to solve the sewage problem have so 
far been found unacceptable by HUD of
ficials. In June, the Federal Trade Commis
sion ordered Charnita to offer refunds to 
people who had bought lots on installment 
since 1969. The FTC said Charnita had failed 
to disclose to installment buyers the precise 
amount of interest they would be charged. 

Thousands of Americans are living through 
similar land sales nightmares, usually with
out the opportunity to recoup their losses. 
Most are buying on installment; about half 
are seeking land for retirement; and a ma
jority are buying land they've never seen
usually in another state. They rely on infor
mation given in mail brochures and at high
pressure promotional dinners or home visits 
by salesmen. Buyers are invariably urged to 
purchase on the spot. The prospect of paying 
in small monthly installments makes custo
mers more willing to buy sight unseen. Only 
later do they find that their new home will 
be 10 miles from the nearest town, with an 
impassable swamp between, or that no drink
ing water is available, or that "readily ac
cessible" means "by footpath," or that the 
buyer will end up paying heavily for such 
promised improvements as sewers, electricity 
and roads. 

Since the purchaser is paying on an install
ment basis, he doesn't get title to the prop
erty and has no assurance that the dealer 
will deliver the title 10 years hence. Before 
that time, the buyer may be done out of hiS 
property and his money because creditors 
have to repossess the property from the land 
sales company, or because other unforeseen 
events occur. The Department of the Interior 
is considering condemning 537,000 acres in 
Southern Florida known as Big Cypress 
Swamp. It iS estimated that about 30,000 
people are paying monthly installments on 
the land to seven or eight sales companies. 
They are paying an average of $8,000 per acre, 
but the government has valued the land at 

_only $300 per acre. If the government should 
condemn the land and buy it, the money it 
pays will go to the land companies that hold 
the title. There iS no assurance that the 
companies will pass that money on to the 
installment buyers. 

The Federal Interstate Land Sales Act, ef
fective since 1969, requires that buyers be 
furnished with property reports that could 
prevent some of these nightmarish occur
rences-if the buyers received them. The 
reports are supposed to include the distances 
to nearby communities; whether access roads 
are paved or unpaved; existence of liens on 
property; availability of sewer and water serv
ice and of recreation facilities; present and 
proposed utility services and charges; number 
of homes currently occupied; soil and foun
dation conditions that could cause problems 
in building or in using septic tanks; the kind 
of title the buyer will receive. Purchasers of 
land who have not been supplied with proper 
information should contact George K. Bern
stein, Department of Housing and Urban De
velopment, Office of Interstate Land Sales 
Registration, Washington, D.C. 20411. 

Unfortunately, many buyers don't know 
their righ1;s and never receive these prop
erty reports. (They may cancel the contract 
and recover any losses if they discover their 
rights later.) Even if they do get the re
port, however, there is no guarantee that 
the information is accurate. And the law 
does nothing about abuses until after peo
ple have been defrauded. Companies that 
habitually engage in such practices are rarely 
found out unless someone complains. Of 
the estimated $5.5 billion spent to purchase 
vacant land in 1971, well over half is be
lieved to represent lost investment because 
purchasers could not use the land. 

The problem of land development des
perately requires action by citiZens demand
ing that weak government regulations be 

reinforced. Citizens' groups can monitor land 
sales companies in their communities. Be
gin by checking ads in the local newspaper. 
What improvements are offered? Who pays 
for them? Is there a description of the ter
rain and, if so, does it tally with your own 
investigation? How is water supplied and 
what is the consumer charged. 

Order a property report from the land 
company and evaluate it. Try to get a finan
cial statement as well. (In a few states, such 
as New York, financial statements are re
quired in property reports.) Note the con
t:mct cancellations (money forfeited by buy
ers) . Sometimes they range as high as 35 
percent of total sales; at the lowest, they're 
about 10 percent. (For detailed suggestions 
on how to monitor land development, write 
Public Citizen, Retired Professional Action 
Group, 2000 P Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20036.) 

In addition to protecting land purchasers, 
we need to protect the land itself. Whether 
or not we fall victim to a land sales scheme, 
all of us suffer from what the land hucksters 
are doing to our environment. The haphaz
ard, often ravaging development of farm, 
coastal and mountain land promises to esca
late now that many corporate giants are 
entering the profitable land sales business. 
The developers are setting our nation's pri
orities for land use while the rest of us 
watch the erosion of a precious resource. 
Through local zoning boards and state leg
islatures, citizens can bring their own views 
to bear on the problem. Vermont is one of 
the few states to have established a mech
anism-its district environmental commis
sions-involving citizens in deciSions affect
ing land use. For information on Vermont's 
Environmental Act No. 250 on regulation of 
land use, write Vermont Real Estate Com
mission, 130 State St., Montpelier, Vt. 05602. 

U.S. TROOPS IN EUROPE 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, this 

morning the Subcommittee on Arms Con
trol, International Law and Organiza
tion of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee held hearings on "Mutual Force Re
ductions in Europe." We were particu
larly fortunate to have with us two wit
nesses who have had a great deal of ex
perience with and a long-standing in
terest in the issue of U.S. troops levels in 
Europe-the distinguished majority 
leader, MIKE MANSFIELD, and Deputy Sec
retary of State Kenneth Rush. 

Mr. President, for three decades, the 
United States has been intimately in
volved with the political integrity and 
the military security of Western Europe. 
In the emerging post-Vietnam era, one 
of the most important elements in our 
foreign policy will be our political, eco
nomic, and military relations with our 
European allies. 

A key issue in those relations is the 
U.S. military commitment to Europe. At 
present, we have more than 300,000 
troops and 250,000 dependents stationed 
on the other side of the Atlantic. This 
represents the largest overseas deploy
ment of American forces today. In all, we 
have nine active divisions earmarked for 
duty in the NATO theater as well as 40 
Air Force Squadrons and the 6th 
Fleet-to say nothing of many other ele
ments of our overall strategic nuclear de
terrent deployed at home and abroad. 
The cost of maintaining American forces 
in Europe, together with those in the 
United States that have NATO missions, 
has steadily climbed from $12 billion in 
f1Scal 1971 to an estimated $17.7 billion 

in fiscal 1973. The balance-of-payments 
deficit resulting from military accounts 
in Europe is estimated at more than $1.5 
billion for fiscal 1973. 

A number of events have recently oc
curred which have significantly altered 
the European political and economic 
landscape-the Moscow and Washington 
summit meetings and growing East-West 
detente; the SALT I Agreement; the 
Berlin Accords; the preliminary negotia
tions on European Security and on Mu
tial and Balanced Force Reductions; the 
entry of Great Britain, Ireland, and Den
mark into the Common Market; and two 
successive devaluations of the dollar, to 
name just a few. Despite these changes, 
the Defense Department has indicated 
in its military manpower report for fiscal 
1974 its interest in maintaining the same 
military commitment in Europe that we 
had this past year. 

Few doubt the need for a strong, credi
ble NATO. Few doubt that the military 
strength of the Alliance has played an 
important role in bringing about the 
much-improved East-West situation. But 
in view of our improved relations with 
the Soviets, in view of our own economic 
problems, and in view of the failure of 
the now-prosperous Europeans to assume 
a significantly larger share of the NATO 
burden, a number of questions have been 
raised about our present policies which 
this subcommittee intends to examine: 
the rationale for the continued mainte
nance of our present force levels in 
Europe; the magnitude of the expendi
tures--and resulting balance of payments 
deficit-to maintain these forces; and 
the prospects for reducing American 
forces in Europe on a mutual basis at 
this time. 

The administration has taken the 
position that this country would be un
wise to reduce unilaterally our military 
commitment in Europe, even by a token 
number. The administration has argued 
that there is nothing "immutable" about 
the exact number of men we have sta
tioned in Europe, but that any unilateral 
reduction of U.S. forces in Em-ope would 
start "the process of unraveling the 
peacetime defense of the West" and 
"cripple" future efforts to negotiate mu
tual cutbacks with Warsaw Pact nations. 

Nearly 2 years ago, I stated my own 
view in a Senate speech that "mutual 
force reductions in Europe represent one 
of the most critical and important arms 
control possibilities in the near future." 
I urged the administration "to move 
forthrightly" toward this goal. I continue 
to support efforts on the part of our 
Government to negotiate a mutual re
duction of forces in Europe. And I look 
forward with great hope to the NATO
Warsaw Pact negotiations on Mutual 
Force Reductions in Europe which are 
scheduled to begin in Vienna on Octo
ber 30 of this year. 

On the other hand, we should all re
member that the preliminary Mutual and 
Balanced Force Reductions sessions, 
begun in January 1973, took 5 months 
instead of the planned 5 weeks; and that 
the upcoming so-called Mutual Forces 
Reduction talks will take 1 to 2 years at 
a minimum, by the administration's own 
estimates. In the short-run, we must con
cern ourselves with very real economic, 
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military and political problems which 
might not easily be filed away while our 
diplomats negotiate. 

U.S. forces have been stationed in 
Western Europe in large numbers since 
Congress acted in 1951 to bolster our 
ground forces there by four division~ in 
the belief that hostilities in Korea might 
lead to a sharply increased Soviet threat 
to the nations of Western Europe. Since 
1951 the number of military personnel 
stati~ned in Europe has been determined 
by the Secretary of Defense, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and the National Secu
rity Council. This is not as it should be. 
Congress has the constitutional respon
sibility to review and reshape our force 
levels and our overseas deployment when 
necessary. I hope that the hearings w~ich 
began this morning in my subcorrumttee 
will be tn important step in giving Con
gress the information and understanding 
necessary to carry out its constitutional 
duty with respect to our security needs 
in Europe. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the testimony given this morn
ing by Senator MANSFIELD and Deputy 
Secretary Rush be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR MIKE MANSFIELD BE

FORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ARMS CONTROL, 
INTERNATIONAL LAW AND ORGANIZATIONS, 

JULY 25, 1973 
Mr. Chairman, I want to begin by tha~

ing you for the invitation to address thiS 
committee on the question of U.S. forces in 
Europe-as well as on the broader context 
in which we must place our considerat ion, 
the question of U.S. military forces around 
the world. 

The United States currently has stationed 
on foreign soil over 500,000 military person
nel.l In addition, over 100,000 milit ary per
sonnel are a:float off foreign shores.2 Almost 
30 % of our military forces are stationed 
beyond our homeland. Not since the days of 
the British Empire or probably more truly, 
the Roman Empire, have so many been re
quired to "maintain the peace" away from 
their shores.* 

I believe it is important to view the ques
tion in the broad context of U.S. forces s~a
tioned around the world. It has been pam
fully evident and generally agreed in the 
United States Senate for at least the last 
several years that the United States is badly 
over-extended abroad. 

We must not forget the lesson of the tragic 
war in Vietnam; for that tragedy will only 
be compounded if we refuse to learn and 
guide our actions accordingly. 

The National Commitment s Resolution 
passed overwhelmingly by the Senate was 
significant evidence of the prevailing sen~i
ment in the Senate.3 The War Powers legis
lation passed overwhelmingly by both Houses 
of Congress is another significant step.4 

But these vital actions refonn and refine 
our institutional mechanisms. They serve 
notice of the Congressional threshold o~ tol
erance. They demonstrate a CongressiOnal 
attitude that seeks a greater share of re
sponsibility. But these constructive cha~ges 
are· not enough. We must accept the reallza
tion that our commitments and policies are 
not always made in formal and tradit~.~nal 
ways. In fact, some policies seem to JUSt 
happen." 

The presence of so many U.S. forces on 
foreign soil is such a policy. Their presence 
presumes a policy that heavily favors the 
military option. The War Powers legislation 
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expresses Congressional dissent to that 
emphasis. But the fundamental difficulty in 
discerning semblance to America's policy 
abroad is that the commitment and level of 
U.S. forces abroad has determined our policy 
rather than our policy determining the level 
of U.S. forces abroad. The intractability of 
executive branch attitude on force levels 
abroad during the past 25 years can only be 
explained by the incapacity of the policy
makers to perceive that the troops on foreign 
soil was our policy and policy-makers were 
really articulating after-the-fact rationaliza
tions. Members of the Executive Branch, 
whether in office for two weeks, two months, 
two years or two decades, have had the same 
theme, and it is always one that the world 
will fall if any of our soldiers return home. 

But yearning to return home shall become 
more compelling with each passing month. 
The impoundment by t his Administration of 
$12 billion for domestic needs; the closing of 
many U.S. military bases as an economy 
measure, putting many Americans out of 
work; the devaluation of the dollar by more 
than 25 % over the past two years; all will 
join in marshalling attention to what hereto
fore has been considered an issue that should 
be left to the "experts." I believe the argu
ments this year will be heard. 

As I stated above, the plain fact is that the 
United States stations over 600,000 military 
forces outside the United States and its ter
ritories and possessions. We maintain over 
2 ,000 bases and installations on foreign soil.6 

There are over 314,000 dependents stationed 
overseas accompanying these forces.6 The 
Defense Department employs directly or indi
rectly approximately 173,000 foreign nationals 
at these bases overseas to support these U.S. 
forces abroad.1 These are not reasons for 
bringing our troops home, but they are facts 
that should make America listen to the 
reasons. _ 

The most detailed focus can be obtained on 
Europe. At least in 1950 the Congress was 
asked to participate in that decision of s~nd
ing troops to that Continent. But equally 
forceful questions can be raised as well to 
the U.S. troop commitments in Thailand
now about 45,000; or in Okinawa, about 
40,000; or Korea., about 42,000; or Taiwan, 
about 8,000; or the Philippines, about 15,000; 
or Japan, about 18,000; or even Ber~uda 
where about 1,000 men defend our natiOnal 
interests.8 

Let us look at Europe where NATO was 
first structured. Let us look at the realities 
that faced this Nation at that time which 
precipitated the commitment of four divi
sions to Europe. Let us look at the premises 
upon which the Congress assented to this 
commitment of these divisions and the rep
resentations that were made at that time 
about the permanence of such a commitment 

· of manpower abroad. Then let us look at 
Europe and the U.S. today, 28 years after 
the War, 23 years after the initial stationing 
of these divisions to NATO. 

EUROPE AFTER ·WORLD WAR II 

World war II left Western Europe in ruins. 
The general view in the West was that the 
communist monolith under Stalin had the 
dominat ion of the entire planet as its goal. 
The United States moved swiftly with the 
most massive reconstruction effort ever at
tempted with its Marshall Plan-an effort 
that has proven successful beyond expecta
tions. The institutions of Europe, political, 
economic as well as military, were in 
shambles. With these weakened conditions in 
Europe combined with the common percep
tion of the threat of the hordes from the 
East 9 a strong military presence in ~est
ern Europe to complement the economic ef
fort was rational. But the North Atlantic 
Treaty itself did not commit U.S. troops to 
the European continent for deterrence. In 
fact, the treaty itself made no commitment 
of U.S. ground troops to Europe. It was not 
until 1951 that the decision was made to 
send four land divisions to Europe and Con-· 

gressional assent solicited to this significant 
commitment of troops. 

The history of proceedings before the Con
gress are very revealing. 

Secretary Marshall claimed at that time 
that there was nothing magical about four 
divisions. The full level was selected based 
upon a judgment of our resources and their 
availability. If only the same standard were 
to be applied today. And why should it not be 
applied? 10 

But even more revealing is the exchange 
that Senator Hickenlooper had with Secre
tary Acheson when it was made clear by Sec
retary Acheson that the original NATO 
Treaty envisioned no troops stationed in Eu
rope by the United States and that it w.as 
clear that each signatory to the NATO Treaty 
would unilaterally make its own determina
tion of its contribution of military equip
ment, manpower and facilities.n In addition, 
Secretary Acheson envisioned the return of 
troops subsequently sent if the situation got 
better. 

But what conditions were envisioned in 
1951 that initially warranted the troops t o go 
to Europe and what thorny questions should 
be resolved for us to expect their return. 
Senator Smith of New Jersey sought this in
formation from General Bradley in 1951 and 
General Bradley felt the making of a peace 
treaty with Germany and the state of pre
paredness of the other nations of Europe as 
well as the aggressive intentions of the East 
were the chief irritants that justified U.S. 
a.ction.1~ 

These were all valid concerns in 1951. In 
addition, it was a. time when the Korean War 
was underway; China was an active enemy; 
the Soviets had come of nuclear age; the 
South East European fiank was still threat
ened; the economies of Western Europe were 
just back on their feet; political instability 
was prevalent in most West European coun
tries. Strong men replaced strong institutions 
and provided the cohesion for Western Eu
rope. But even then the questions were 
raised: Should the U.S. commit four divisions 
to Europe as a deterrent to another European 
war at least until Europe is ready to assume 
its own defenses. 

The Congress assented to that request and 
the American troops returned to Europe to 
meet the threat that was perceived at that 
time. However real the threat then, has it 

· changed since that time? · 
EUROPE SINCE THE 'so's 

When U.S. troops were initially committed 
to the European continent, total GNP of all 
European NATO countries was $46.9 billion 
compared to $831.9 billion for 1972.13 The era 
of confrontation was high and the national 
institutions were weak. Interrelationships 
were virtually non-existent. Let us look at 
and contrast the economic exchange: 

(In millions) 

U.S. imports from U.S.S.R __ 
U .. S. exports to U.S.S .R ___ _ 
U.S. imports from Eastern 

Europe ----------------
U.S. exports to Eastern 

Europe ---------------

1951 
$27. 4 

0.1 

63.8 

2 . 8 

1972 
$ 95.5 

546.7 

320. 1 

818.2 

The total exports from all NATO coun
tries to the U.S.S.R. and Eastern Europe in 
1972 amounted to $9.89 billion. The imports 
from the U.S.S.R. and Eastern Europe to 
NATO countries totaled $8.67 billion.14 In this 
one .area alone of trade between the blocs, the 
most dramatic change in climate must be 
recognized. 

But even more significant t han evaluating 
not only the strength of West ern Europe and 

· appreciating the strong trade flow between 
East and West is the great number of events 
since 1963 that manifest as well as signi:fl
cantly contribute to the lessening of ten
sions between East and West. I have selected 
eighty-two events I consider significant since 
1963P They range from the hot line to the 
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Nuclear Test Ban to the Consular Convention 
to the Non-proliferation Treaty to the treaty 
normalizing relations between Germany and 
Poland· to the Soviet-West German agree
ment dn consulates; to the German treaties 
with Soviet Union; to the SALT treaty; to 
the signing of the treaty on relations be
tween East and West Germany. But to many 
the threat of an all-out conventional war 
with the hordes from the East remains the 
same. Rigidity affects not only the rhetoric 
but the policy. General Eisenhower testify
ing in 1951 about Congressional responsibil
lity in the determination and the evolution of 
the level of U.S. troops in Europe said: 

"I do think that Congress ought to see a 
respectable, reasonable approach, and the 
second they see anything to be, let's say, 
cockeyed and crazy, to get into the thing 
with both feet." 18 

Well, Mr. Chairman, I think the time has 
come when Congress must recognize that in 
the words of General Eisenhower, something 
is cockeyed about U.S. troops stationed 
abroad. President Eisenhower later recog
nized that change was Justified. He stated in 
1963 that one U.S. division would be suffi
cient to fulfill our commitment to NATO.U 

It is evident from these indicia of engage
ment with the Soviet Union and Eastern 
Europe that the tension that existed in the 
early '50's has changed significantly. Further 
movement has been proposed between East 
and West. As President Nixon stated to .a. 
Joint Session of the Congress on June 1, 1972: 

"By forming habits of cooperation and 
strengthening institutional ties in areas of 
peaceful enterprise, these four agreements 
(Moscow summit, May 1972) to which I have 
referred will create on both sides a steadily 
growing vested interest in the maintenance 
of good relations between our two countries. 

"Expanded United States-Soviet trade will 
also yield advantages to both of our nations. 
When the two largest economies in the world 
start trading with each other on a much 
larger scale, living standards in both nations 
will rise and the stake which both have in 
peace will increase." 

It is time that the U.S. recognized the ex
istence of its own policy toward the East. The 
policy of this government should be consist
ent; not one of engagement with the Soviet 
Union in trade and cultural exchange and 
confrontation In military matters. There 
should be but one barometer by which this 
government guides its actions toward the 
East. 

But we have many barometers that provide 
such different readings for the same phenom
enon. This dual standard for rationalizing 
our policies vis-a-vis the Eastern bloc cannot 
wi~hstand thoughtful focus. If our policy 
toward the East is predicated upon a desire 
to open markets and develop a mutual inter
dependency of East and West upon each 
other, that policy will yield benefits beyond 
the economic sphere as they have with in
creased cultural and educational exchanges. 
It is a natural evolution of the events of the 
past decade. But in the military sphere-in 
the NATO structure-what remains is a stale 
rigidity; a resort to old rationalizations from 
bygone years. 

But the double standard is not new, even 
within our own Alliance. Our European allies 
have permitted themselves to adapt to the 
changing mood between East and West. Not 
only does France withdraw all its forces from 
NATO-a measure I do not propose for the 
U.S. to follow-but Canada reduces her mili
tary forces substantially. Other NATO na
tions have in recent years come far shorter 
of target force levels to NATO than the U.S.; 
in fact, the U.S. has been the most faithful 
burden-sharer over the history of the Alli
ance. Just two weeks ago, Secretary Schle
singer stated that the U.S. is doing more than 
its fair share in Europe.18 But still the r.s. 
cannot take the unilateral action clearly 
called for in the Treaty-the unilateral ac-
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tion heretofore clearly contemplated by all 
the Treaty partners. Prior consultation would 
be ample, but the decision would be unilat
eral.19 

The time has come for the United States 
to realize that tensions have eased between 
East and West-and that this relaxation is 
a healthy and desirable change. 

The time has come to set aside the rhetoric 
of the Cold War used to justify a status quo 
of military involvement around the world. 

The time has come to recognize .action 
that is long overdue, and to prevent deferral 
of that action under a cloak of multinational 
negotiations that could take a decade or 
longer to recommend less than what is justi
fied today. 

It is time now to respond to the spirit of 
detente, to the success of the Marshall Plan 
and the current economic vitality of Europe, 
to respond to the realities of the '70's, to 
respond more fully to the needs of its own 
people at home. 

FLEXIBLE RESPONSE 

So the absurdity of the U.S.-NATO posture 
for a long war in Europe is indicative of the 
staleness of thought that has accompanied 
the American military position in the Atlan
tic Alliance. 

While I have no intention of going into 
detailed arguments of a military character, 
there are a few points which I believe are 
directly relative to our consideration of the 
appropriate levels of U.S. forces in Europe. 
The main focus of these arguments is the 
so-called "flexible response" theory. This 
policy was advanced early in 1965 by the 
United States but it was only formally 
adopted by NATO in 1967. I certainly have 
no quarrel with any policy which seeks to 
avoid automatic resort to nuclear war. And 
flexible response is a policy that should pro
vide an expanded pause period before nuclear 
weapons are resorted to on either side. 

Unfortunately, however, "flexible response" 
has been interpreted as a reason to prepare 
for a full-scale conventional war of the 
World War II variety. But is it again a case 
of the words replacing a thoughtful policy; 
of reducing the choices of NATO to either an 
immediate nuclear war or a prolonged and 
exclusively conventional war? Both are ex
tremely unlikely. 

The "Economist", one of the more con
servative journals on European affairs, wrote 
on September 16, 1972: 

"The heart of the matter is that most 
people believe that the present allied forces 
in Western Europe, including the present 
American contingent, would not be able to 
defend themselves for more than a week 
without using nuclear weapons and perhaps 
for no more than two or three days. Removal 
of half the American contingent would prob
ably reduce that to a maximum of four days 
and a minimum of one unless the Russians 
reduce their own army proportionately or 
the West Europeans are able to make up 
the difference." 

So the doctrine of flexible response is most 
constructive in extending the pause period 
before any confrontation in Europe turns 
into a nuclear holocaust. As the "Economist" 
noted, a week is the maximum pause period 
that any European really feels the NATO 
structure could undertake. This is basic 
realism. It is public knowledge that over 7,000 
tactical nuclear weapons that are in position 
in Western Europe 20 some of them reported 
very near the frontier. In view of this wide 
proliferation of nuclear warheads in Europe 
and some so near the frontier, it is hard for 
me to envision any serious conventional war 
scenario that doesn't go nuclear in less than 
two days. Our "tactical" nuclear weapons will 
be either "captured" or "detonated." 

The "hot line" was installed in Washing
ton and Moscow to permit wise use of the 
pause period. If a full-scale conventional war 
is the NATO strategy-then all the nuclear 
weapons--whether called tactical or stra
tegic-should be removed far to the rear 

where there might then remain the option 
of not using these weapons. 

It is a total inconsistency to have tactical 
nuclear weapons-some of them anchored 
into the ground near the frontier and to be 
preparing for a sixty-ninety day conven
t ional war of the World War n variety in 
Europe. 

But still it is our premise that the Ameri
can forces must be structured for a long war 
in Europe. Supply and logistic levels of Amer
ican troops in Europe are for sixty-ninety 
days, putting an added burden on manpower 
and supplies well beyond the realm of rea
son.21 

But even more significant is the European 
reaction to any removal of U.S. troops from 
the Continent. It is an accepted axiom that 
the Europeans would follow suit and reduce 
their conventional forces as well.22 

What is the threat, then, that requires so 
many U.S. forces on the Continent? If there 
is a truly perceived threat of a conventional 
war from the East, would not our European 
allies who are Closer to the "threat" then re
spond J:>y an accelerated commitment of re
sources? But no, they would relax as well, 
accept the detente 211 and devote more re
sources to non-military ventures. Then why 
should we, 3,000 miles away, assume such 
arrogance as to perceive a greater threat to 
Europe than do the Europeans? 

I think the question presumes a rational 
answer but there is none. It does highlight, 
however, the dominance of the military pos
ture in Europe by the United States. Since 
the formation of NATO, there has never been 
a Supreme Allied Commander who was not an 
American. U.S. perceptions of the threat are 
tolerated by the Europeans and why not
the U.S. is footing the greatest share of the 
cost. Since it is really our nuclear response 
that the Europeans wish committed, their 
tolerance for our eccentricities-including 
the World War II conventional war contin
gency-is very high. 

Should the unlikely contingency of a mass 
movement by Warsaw Pact forces take place, 
it is inconceivable to me that the President 
of the United States would not be in immedi
ate contact with his counterpart in the So
viet Union. In any event, to pile inconsist
ency upon inconsistency, if the NATO mili
tary scenario calls for a defense of a massive 
move from the East, that move must neces
sarily come across the north German plains, 
the likely area for a swift move because of 
the terrain. For this conventional attack the 
U.S. forces are stationed in the wrong part of 
Germany. The U.S. forces are positioned in 
central and southern Germany within an 
enormous back-up capacity and with a con
sistently top-heavy command structure 
which still has one flag officer for roughly 
every 2,200 men. 

It baflles me why a properly structured U.S. 
military force of one or at the most two lean, 
mobile divisions, in position to move rapidly 
along the German frontier, would not be even 
greater insurance against any form of pres
sure from the East. 

It would be more realistic to the type of 
improbable attack that might conceivably 
come from the East. It would permit Ameri
can forces to be engaged from the beginning, 
thus allaying any fears on the part of the 
Europeans that the United States would not 
be involved in the event of a quick thrust 
into Westem Europe. 

THE MBFR* 

Again and again over the years we have 
been told both by our own officials and those. 
in Europe that some decrease in U.S. military 
presence should take pl.a.ce.2~ 

But the time is never right for such action. 
Two years ago the argument was the policy 
of detente was underway and that nothing 
should be done that would disrupt the proc
ess, including the U.S.-USSR SALT negotia
tions and the goals envisioned by Chancel
lor Brandt's "Ostpolitik." 
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Today we find ourselves in a new situation. 

Success has been achieved in the first and 
most important round of SALT talks; the 
Warsaw and Moscow treaties have been con
cluded; the status of Berlin has been regular
ized; through the exchanges of visits between 
President Nixon and Chairman Brezhnev 
a new and better climate has been created 
which allows us to talk about the Cold War 
in terms of the past. 

Despite this movement, we are being told 
that this is the "worst possible time" in 
which to take any action on the question 
of our forces in Europe. The bargaining chip 
is back. Negotiations on mutual force reduc
tions are to begin on October 30th of this 
year. ::." 

At the outset we were told by all the ex
perts that MBFR negotiations will be even 
more complicated and lengthy than the first 
phase of SALT. Most informed and optimistic 
speculations are that the outcome of such 
negotiations after perhaps two to three years 
might be a reduction of no more than 10-
15 % on the part of those countries involved.26 

Nothing has happened in the interim since 
President Nixon's letter of November 22, 
1971 , which has given us any different picture 
of this argument. Indeed, since the prelimi
nary talks-i.e., talks as to whether there 
should be talks-were expected to take 
roughly five weeks and took about five 
months, my skepticism has been increased 
rather than diminished about MBFR. I really 
doubt that the United States can remain im
mobilized on the troops question for a mini
mum of two and possibly even four to five 
years. So the argument to wait for MBFR 
really is a postponement of significant action 
indefinitely. 

UNILATERAL ACTION 
The questions of MBFR are immensely 

complicated even if they were undertaken in 
a bilateral framework. The positioning of 
forces, the proportionate redu-ction of one 
side as opposed to the other because of dif
ferent logistical requirements will generate 
solutions equal to the number of participants 
at the conference. So the complexity of 
MBFR is magnified 19 times.~ 

The wisdom of the North Atlantic Treaty 
which left the question of specific troop 
commitments in the NATO command to be 
decided unilaterally by each country is aban
doned in MBFR. Unilateral action on such 
a matter is the only practical method. Any 
nation entering into negotiations whether 
bilateral or multilateral only agrees in those 
negotiations to what she determines uni
laterally she can do or must do in her own 
national interest. No negotiation with the 
Soviet Union would cause the Soviet Union 
to reduce any of its troops from Eastern Eu
rope if the Soviet Union determines that 
those troops are needed in the Eastern Eu
ropean countries for other than protection 
against an external threat. In like manner, 
if the Soviet Union senses a greater need for 
its troops on other frontiers, or if she desires 
to divert a greater proportion of her resources 
to non-military interests, then the appro
priate reductions by the USSR will be made
but only then. 

So unilateral action on our part to reduce 
U.S. troops in Europe, while still maintain
ing our commitment with a more wisely 
structured but significantly reduced level 
of troops could very well stimulate a similar 
independently arrived at response on the 
part of the Soviet Union. This is not un
precedented in recent history. Unilateral and 
independent actions taken by the United 
States and the Soviet Union for moratoriums 
on nuclear tests in the atmosphere pre
cipitated similar constructive independent 
responses on each side which ultimately led . 
to the nuclear test ban treaty. So the argu
ments that unilateral action cannot lead to 
constructive responses are unwarranted.28 

Unilateral action on the part of the United 
States might produce surprising and con-

structive results. What people fail to realize 
is that the Soviet Union, ever since World 
War II, has not only been acting, but react
ing, within its military establishment. Much 
of the Soviet force was created at a time 
when the United States had clear nuclear 
superiority. Most informed observers, here 
and in Western Europe, agree that the Soviet 
Union is considerably more conservative and 
suspicious than the United States because 
of its historical experiences and the charac
ter of its society.20 

Yet no one seems willing to make allow
ances for the inertia of this military con
servatism in the USSR. We forget that the 
speeches by our NATO Commanders, as well 
as our political leaders, regarding need for 
NATO strength and readiness are read in 
quite a different light by the Soviet leader
ship than we intend. It seexns a simple prop
osition, that they trust us no more than 
we trust them, but we do not seem to be able 
to absorb this view and act upon it. 

THE FINANCIAL BURDEN 
Mr. Chairman, I have not dwelled upon the 

question of budgetary drain and balance-of
payments costs of our troops stationed over
seas. I have deliberately left this point to 
one side in considering these questions be
cause I believe the United States wlll bear 
the necessary costs to fulfill its international 
obligations. Our history wlll show that! But 
I believe it is clear that the United States 
can fUlfill its international obligations 
abroad. with a significant reduction of U.S. 
forces on foreign soil. 

I believe a focus on this issue can be gain
ed at last because of the competition for re
sources at home. But these resources will be 
saved, not by trimming our sails on our 
international obligations but by trimming 
the waste from years of inattention to a 
rational international policy. 

This Committee is well aware that the 
overall costs of our commitment to NATO 
amounts to something in the neighborhood · 
of $17 billion, including everything except 
strategic forces; that the direct annual 
operating costs for the approximately 300,-
000 U.S. forces actually located in Europe 
amounts to approximately $4 billion;ao that 
the net balance of payments drain because 
of the U.S. forces in Europe is approximately 
$1.5 billion annually; and that these figures 
are growing daily because of the United 
States' disadvantage because of infla1!ion, 
successive devaluations of the dollar and 
other weakenings. · 

A return to rationality on the part of the 
United States and its forces abroad would 
yield a very significant savings in resources 
to the United States. I have deliberately, 
Mr. Chairman, not addressed myself to the 
issue of whether the troops that should be 
removed from foreign soil should be demo
bilized. It is my opinion that a very sound 
international policy for the United States 
could be implemented with a reduction of 
50 % of the over 500,000 troops stationed on 
foreign soil. · 

The return of over 250,000 military person
nel would reflect the judgment that they 
were not needed to fulfill existing interna
tional and domestic obligations and there
fore appropriate for demobilization. But I 
don't think that the question of demobiliza
tion has to be directly aJdressed at this time 
since I believe the pressures of obtaining a 
military armed force without the draft will 
to a great extent resolve the issue of demobil
ization. 

CONCLUSION 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest a 

course of action which I hope you will agree 
is most reasonable and desirable. I believe it 
is a course that provides the appropriate 
civilian guidance to our military leaders and 
gives them sufficient latitude in adjusting 
for themselves the specific reduction which 
would stem from this proposal. 

I believe that we should move in the direc-

tion of a 50 % reduction of our total forces 
stationed in all overseas territories. I believe 
this reduction should be accomplished within 
a three-year period and in a carefully struc
tured way which would not necessarily entail 
the same percentage reduction in each of the 
three years or in any one area of the world, 
but would provide that not less than 25 % 
of the total envisioned cut would take place 
in each of the three years. I prefer to do this 
on a worldwide basis because I believe the 
United States is overextended precisely on 
that basis. 

Secondly, I would suggest confining the 
cuts to land-based units in order to permit 
our fleets to operate at appropriate strengths, 
but at the same time not excluding home 
ported naval units from the overall computa
tion. 

Finally, I am proposing to leave as much 
discretion to our military commanders as is 
commensurate with our foreign policy in
terests. 

In sum, Mr. Chairman, the wasteful expres
sion of our external power-expression well 
beyond any reasonable need-has begun to 
erode our internal freedom. The disclosures 
of recent months might very well be inter
preted in part as the methodology of the 
American Empire returning home to under
mine the fibre of our republic.al 

I believe we have talked, debated and quar
reled long enough about this whole problem 
of U.S. foreign policy as it is implemented 
abroad. The time for action is long overdue 
and action is what I hope this Committee 
will recommend. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 See Appendix A. 
2 1bid. 
• The percentage of u.s. force stationed 

overseas was even higher during some years 
since World War II. 

:: Congressional Record, Permanent Ed., 
June 25, 1969, p. 17245, 91st Cong., 1st Sess. 

" Congressional Record, July 18, 1973, 
p. 24705; July 20; 1973, p. 25119, 93rd Cong., 
1st Sess. 

6 Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense, ~ 
Installations and Logistics, Sept. 16, 1972. 

e See Appendix B. 
1 See Appendix C. 
8 See Appendix A. 
• Adam Ulan, Expansion and Coexistence 

(New York, 1968) pp. 414-415. 
:to Senator GILLETTE. Just one additional 

question. There is no magic formula in the 
four plus two divisions, as I understand it? · 

Secretary MARSHALL. It is just a combina
tion of considerations that we ha-ve had to 
turn over in our minds. 

Senator GILLETTE. Taking into considera
tion a number of factors, the immediate 
availability of troops and the fact that we 
want to make, in our opinion, a move, take a 
course that will give some reassurance to our 
allies that we are taking into consideration 
our resources and their availability, the for
mula of four plus two was reached? 

Secretary MARSHALL. Yes, sir. 
Senator GILLETTE. And there is nothing 

magic about it? 
Secretary MARsHALL. No, certainly not ... 

Hearings on "Assignment of Ground Forces 
of the United States to Duty in European 
Area," February, 1951, Committee on Foreign 
Relations and Committee on Armed Services, 
U.S. Senate, 82nd Congress, 1st Session. 

u Senator HICKENLOOPER. . . . I do say to 
you that without any doubt in my mind, the 
North Atlantic Pact proposition was sold to 
a great many Members of the Congress on 
the idea that prior to aggression we would 
not be called upon to implement the land 
armies of Western Europe by large numbers 
of troops ... 

Now, may I ask you, has the policy 
chan·ged, or is this a new proposition? Has 
your position changed? Apparently it has, but 
I would like to have you comment on it. 

Secretary AcHEsoN. I shall be glad to com
ment on what you have just stated. 
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The question which you asked me was un

derstood by me as it has just been under
stood by Senator Smith, and that was wheth
er, under article 3 of the treaty, we were ex
pected, in the sense of were we undertaking 
a commitment, to send ground troops to Bu
rope. I replied to you that the answer to that 
is a clear and absolute "no." We were not 
undertaking a commitment by article 3 of 
that treaty to do anyting except to work with 
our allies to establish individual and collec
tive defense. 

I think it was clearly understood that way 
by the committee, which you will remember, 
and I should like to recall to you that that 
committee, in its report, said, under this 
article 3: 

"Realistic assessment of the defensive ca
pacity necessary to resist armed attack will 
be a function of the organization to be es
tablished under acticle 9." 

And it goes on: 
"On the basis of this assessment, each 

party would determine for itself what it 
could most effectively contribute in the form 
of faciUties, military equipment, production 
capacity, manpower, etc. This decision would 
be taken in the light of the resources and 
geographical location of the individual state, 
and with due regard to its economic stability. 
There is no specific obligation as to the tim
ing, nature, and extent of assistance to be 
given by any party." 

That is exactly in accordance with my 
understanding then and now, and that was 
what I thought was being asked, and to 
that I was responding. 

Senator HICKENLOOPER. I am tryin·g to find 
out whether this is only the camel getti.ng its 
head under the tent, and whether the 4 divi
sions will require 6 more and then the 10 
will require 12 more, and where we are going, 
what we have to look forward to? In view of 
the fact that we did not contemplate sending 
any substantial numbers of ground troops to 
implement the North Atlantic Treaty, and 
now the scenes have shifted and we are being 
edged in, not by the back door but by the 
front door, with divisions of troops which 
at least I did not contemplate we were going 
to send or intended to send, I am wondering 
where the end of this matter is. In the long 
run will we be put into the inevitable posi
tion of assuming the primary responsibility 
for the land defense of Europe. I am concern
ed as to whether or not we are gong to get 
ourselves in that position by this piecemeal 
attrition method, or whether our commit
ments on land forces at the moment meet 
our reasonable obligations under the defense 
program as it is now contemplated. 

Secretary AcHEsoN. Senator, I think you 
are .asking me quite impossible questions. I 
do not know. In the first place, you say, Are 
we going to be asked to take over the land 
defense of Europe? The answer is, of course, 
we are not going to be asked to take over 
the defense; the land defense of ~urope. If 
you ask me whether in the future we may 
be asked to send more than six divisions, 
how can I possibly answer that? I suppose 
if there is war you will. Maybe if the situa
tion gets better it will be less. Maybe if it 
stays the same it will be the same. Maybe if 
it gets more tense, there may be some addi-
tions to it. Op. cit. _ 

12 Senator SMITH (N.J.). Now, the immedi
ate question I want to ask you is this: Are 
we building up this European Army by put
ting our divisions there at the moment, in 
order to deter an aggression while they are 
getting their strength built up. Will the time 
come when they will be able to defend them
selves entJiely without our aid so far as Eu
rope is concerned? 

In other words, can we look upon this as 
a gradually reducing contribution to the 
European Army of our United States forces, 
as we did on the Marshall plan from an eco
nomic standpoint? We started substantially 
and reduced until we do not have to give 
anymore. 

Now, is our support, ground support, of a 
Western European army on the same prin
ciple? Is it on the principle of giving them 
strength and giving them courage to go 
ahead and set up their force, but as they get 
their own strength we will gradually with
draw from there and keep our forces mobile 
for any part of the world where they may 
strike? 

General BRADLEY. I think the question of 
whether a military contribution to Europe 
would be a decreasing one is almost an .im
possible one to answer at this time. So much 
depends upon the making of a peace treaty 
with Germany and the state of preparedness 
of the other nations, the continued aggres
sive moves on the part of other nations that 
are presently opposed to us, and their ideol
ogy, I think, Senator Smith, that is a rather 
long-range question to which any answer 
at this time would not be worth much. 

Senator SMITH (N.J.). The only reason I 
asked you the question is because I under
stood in talking with General Eisenhower 
that he thought we might think in terms 
of an approach slmilar to the Marshall plan 
from an economic standpoint: that what we 
are trying to do now is trying to put spirit 
into the European nations that may be fear
ful that we are not giving them support. They 
need it now more than they will a little later. 

General BRADLEY. I think that is true. They 
need it possibly more now. And, if you can 
look far enough ahead to the time when 
France has 50 or 60 divisions and those other 
countries have similar size forces, the time 
might arrive when we could withdraw our 
forces altogether, and certainly when you get 
a peace treaty with Germany you are going 
to be faced with the question of reduction 
of forces, because some of these people are 
on occupation duties now; but that ap
parently is sometime in the future, and I 
would prefer not to try to answer your ques
tion, which in my opinion is based on condi
tions which are going to exist a considerable 
time in the future, and I can perceive of 
circumstances being possible wliich would 
permit us to withdraw entirely, ·but I say 
that is certainly going to be sometime off. 
Op. cit. 

1a See Appendix D. 
u Ibid. 
15 Events from 1963 to 1973 which signifi

cantly contributed to the lessening of ten
sions between East and West: 

1. Renewal of Franco-Soviet trade agree
ment. February 1963. 

2. U.S.-USSR agreement to establish an 
emergency communications line (hot line). 
June 1963. 

3. Tripartite treaty banning nuclear weap
ons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, 
and under water. October 1963. 

4. Approval by President Kennedy of U.S. 
wheat sales to the USSR. October 1963. 

5. U.S.-USSR agreement of exchanges in 
the scientific, technical, educational, cul
tural, and other fields. February 1964. 

6. U.S. restores MFN treatment to Yugo
slavia and Poland, March 1964. 

7. Renewal of U.S.-USSR trade agreement. 
April 1964. 

8. U.S. Romanian trade discussions. May 
1964. 

9. U.S.-USSR consular agreement. Signed 
June 1964. Ratified March 1967. 

10. French-Soviet trade agreement. Sep
tember 1964. 

11. U.S.-USSR agreement on cooperation in 
desalination of sea water. November 1964. 

12. Warsaw Pact Political Consultative 
Committee approval of the Rapacki sugges
tion for a conference on European security, 
January 1965. 

13. Franco-Soviet color television agree
ment. March 1965. 

14. ·Italo-Soviet agreement on joint co
operation in peaceful uses of atomic energy. 
October 1965. 

15. U.S.-USSR consular convention. De
cember 1965. 

16. Italo-Soviet cultural agreement. Feb
ruary 1966. 

17. Italo-Soviet economic, scientific, and 
technical cooperation agreement. April 1966. 

18. Yugoslavia becomes full contracting 
party to GATT. April1966. 

19. De Gaulle's visit to the USSR. June 
1966. 

20. Franco-Soviet space research agree
ment. June 1966. 

21. Franco-Soviet scientific. technical, and 
economic agreement. June 1966. 

22. Fiat-Soviet agreement for construc
tion of a Fiat factory in Russia. August 
1966. 

23. Renault and Peugeot agreements with 
the USSR regarding cooperation with Soviet 
motor industry. October 1966. 

24. Kosygin's visit to France, December 
1966. 

25. Establishment of joint Franco-Soviet 
permanent commission. December 1966. 

27. Establishment of joint Franco-Soviet 
chamber of commerce. December 1966. 

28. North Atlantic Ministerial Council 
declaration emphasizing a willingness to 
explore ways of developing cooperation with 
the USSR and the states of Eastern Europe. 
December 1966. 

29. Franco-Soviet atomic energy coopera
tion agreement. January 1967. 

30. Franco-Soviet trade agreement. Janu
ary 1967. 

31. Kosygin visit to the United Kingdom. 
February 1967. 

32. Fanfanl visit to Moscow. May 1967. 
33. Italo-Soviet agreement on cooperation 

in tourism. May 1967. 
34. Italo-Soviet consular convention. May 

1967. 
35. Poland becomes full contracting mem

ber of GATT. June 1967. 
36. U.K.-USSR establish London-Moscow 

teleprinter line. August 1967. 
37. Harmel Report of North Atlantic Coun

cil proposes discussion of mutual and bal
anced force reductions in Central Europe. 
December 1967. 

38. Announcement of plans for joint 
Franco-Soviet space research. January 1968. 

39. Prime Minister Wilson's visit to the 
USSR. January 1968. 

40. U.K.-USSR scientific and technological 
agreement. 

41. NATO declaration calling for discus
sions of mutual and balanced force reduc
tions. June 1968. 

42. Signature of the non-proliferation 
treaty on nuclear weapons. July 1968. 

43. Natural gas delivery contract consum
mated between the State of Bavaria and the 
USSR. September 1968. 

44. U.K.-USSR civil air agreement. Decem
ber 1969. 

45. Franco-Soviet civil air agreement. De
cember 1969. 

46. Italo-Soviet long-term agreement on 
the supply of Soviet natural gas to Italy. 
December 1969. 

47. Soviet-West German agreements on 
supply of Soviet natural gas to West Ger
many. February 1970. 

48. Opening in Vietnam of U.S.-USSR nego
tiations on strategic arms limitation (SALT). 
April 1970. 

49. NATO declaration on mutual and bal
anced force reductions. May 1970. 

50. Signing of non-aggression treaty be
tween the Federal Republic of Germany and 
the Soviet Union. August 1970. 

51. President Pompidou's visit to the USSR. 
October 1970. 

52. Signing of Franco-Soviet protocol on 
Franco-Soviet political cooperation. Octo
ber 1970. 

53. Signing of treaty of normalization of 
relations between the Federal Republic of 
Germany and Poland. December 1970. 

54. Creation of a new basis for SALT nego
tiations. May 1971. 

55. Ouster of hard-line East German Com
munist leader, Walter Ulbricht. May 1971. 
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56. Resumption of SALT negotiations. July 
1971. 

57. Soviet-West German agreement to open 
consulates in Hamburg and Leningrad. July 
1971. 

58. Signature of first part of quadripartite 
agreement on Berlin. September 1971. 

59. Chancellor Brandt's visit to the USSR. 
September 1971. 

60. U.S.-USSR agreement on exchanging 
information on certain missile testing activi
ties. September 1971. 

61. U.S.-USSR agreement on improving the 
"hot line" between Washington and Moscow. 
September 1971. 

62. Secretary Brezhnev's visit to France. 
October 1971. 

63. Franco-Soviet agreement on economic, 
technical and industrial cooperation. Octo
ber 1971. 

64. Romania becomes a full contracting 
party to GATT. November 1971. 

65. Soviet-West German civil air agree
ment. November 1971. 

66. Ratification by the West German par
liament of the West German treaties with 
the Soviet Union and Poland. May 1972. 

67. President Nixon's visit to Moscow. May 
1972. 

68. U.S.-USSR agreement on cooperation 
in the exploration of outer space May 1972. 

69. U.S.-USSR agreement on cooperation 
in solving problems of the environment May 
1972. 

70. U.S.-USSR agreement on joint efforts 
in the field of medical science and public 
health. May 1972. 

71. U.S.-USSR agreement on expanded co
operation in science and technology and the 
establishment of a joint commission for this 
purpose. May 1972. 

72. U.S.-USSR agreement on cooperation 
between the American and Soviet navies to 
reduce the chances of dangerous incidents. 
May 1972. 

73. Signing of the SALT Treaty. May 1972. 
74. Signing of the final quadripartite agree

ment on Berlin. June 1972. 
75. U.S.-USSR three year agreement on the 

export of U.S. agricultural commodities (es
pecially wheat and feed grains). July 1972. 

76. Settlement of USSR lend-lease obliga
tions. October 1972. 

77. U.S.-USSR maritime agreement. Octo
ber 1972. 

78. Signing of U .S.-USSR Commercial 
treaty. October 1972. 

79. Quadripartite declaration supporting 
East and West German membership in the 
United Nations. November 1972. 

80. Signing of the basic treat y on relations 
between the Federal Republic of Germany 
and the German Democratic Republic. De
cember 1972. 

81. Opening of preparatory talks in Vienna 
for negotiations on mutual and balanced 
force reductions. January 1973. 

82. Soviet-West German 10-year agreement 
on the development of economic, industrial, 
and technical cooperation, and cultural and 
educational exchanges. May 1973. 

1a Hearings on "Assignment of Ground 
Forces of the United States to Duty in the 
European Areas," February, 1951, Committee 
on Foreign Relations and Committee on 
Armed Services, U.S.S., 82nd, 1st Sess. 

11 "Saturday Evening Post," October 26, 
1973, page 27. 

18 House Foreign Affairs Hearings, July, 
1973, 93rd Cong., 1st Sess. 

1s It was with disbelief that I read the 
newspaper reports of President Nixon's re
cent visit with President Pompidou o! France 
1n Iceland and the reports that President 
Pompidou told President Nixon that France 
would fight the removal of any U.S. troops 
from Europe, even 1! done in the context of 
the so-called "MBFR." 

Here is the President of one of the great 
countries of Western Europe which removed 
all their troops from the NATO Command in 
1967 which has refused to participate in the 
military aspects of NATO since that time, 
which responded very early to the changed 
circumstances of Europe-its political and 
economic health vis-a-vis the East, telling 
the President of the United States that 
France would protest the removal of any 
American troops from t he NATO Command in 
Europe. 

It is statements of this character that 
makes one wonder about the viability of U.S. 
European policy on forces in Europe. "Wash
ington Post," June 1, 1973; June 28, 1973. See 
also Address by Michel Jobert, French Minis
ter of Foreign Affairs, Before the National 
Assembly, June 19, 1973. 

20 "The Military Balance 1972-1973," In
ternat ional Institute of Strategic Studies, 
London, England, pg. 90. See also Testimony 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Subcom
mittee on Military Applications, April 16, 
1973, 93rd Cong., 1st Sess. 

2l. "The NATO military objectives are 
deterrence and defence. Yet NATO, and the 
United States in particular, maintain all
purpose, offensive-oriented, expeditionary
style forces that do not provide the desired 
deterrence because of their low initial combat 
capability and their destabilizing tactical 
nuclear posture. A force structure oriented 
for deterrence and defence can be bought at 
much less than present cost-as Soviet forces 
in East Germany prove. Adjusted (equal 
front-line platoon strength, defined as in
fantry, tank, cavalry, and anti-tank) peace
time division slices (the division itself plus 
its share of non-divisional support personnel) 
total approximately 42,000 for American 
forces in West Germany,· but only 18,500 for 
Soviet forces." "The Wasteful Ways of 
NATO," Steven L. Canby, Survival, Vol. XV, 
No. 1, Jan.-Feb., 1973, Institute Strategic 
Studies, London, England. 

22 Testimony of Secretary Rush, House 
Foreign Affairs, July 10, 1973, 93rd Congress, 
1st Sess. 

23 Testimony of Administration witnesses, 
House Foreign Affairs, July 10, 11, 12, 1973, 
93rd Congress, 1st Sess. 

2' Most recent statement of Secretary of 
Defense Schlesinger that the U.S. is doing 
more than its fair share in Europe. House 
Foreign Affairs, July 1973, 93rd Congress, 
1st Sess. 

*I use the familiar abbreviation, MBFR, 
throughout, even though the more proper 
abbreviation since the preliminary talks is 
MFR. See: Final Communique of Preparatory 
Consultations. 

z The communique announcing the in
tention to meet on October 30th issued by 
the countries involved managed to lose the 
word "balance." When the Senate last voted 
on a proposed amendment to reduce U.S. 
forces in Europe, the distinguished Chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee received 
a letter from President Nixon stating his op
position to the amendment partly on the 
grounds that "we expect that Mr. Brosio 
will be received in Moscow next week to be
gin discussions on basic issues of mutual and 
balanced force reductions." 

I do not myself doubt that this letter 
from the President naturally had great 
weight with our colleagues. But Mr. Brosio 
never got to Moscow and preliminary dis
cussions on MBFR did not begin until this 
past January, 14 months after that letter. 

.211 "Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc
tions," Library of Congress Study, 73-36F, 
February 2, 1973. 

21 There are 19 countries participating in 
MBFR. See Appendix E. 

!!S I only wish that the classic argument of 
doing things in unison with the Soviet Union 
would be applied when it comes to the sta-

tioning of U.S. forces on foreign son. Accord
ing to figures published by the International 
Institute of Strategic Studies, the Soviet 
Union has about 15,000 troops stationed 
outside of Soviet territory and Eastern Eu
rope, whereas the United States has about 
300,000 military forces scattered around the 
world, outside the U.S. and Europe. A 
parity with the Soviet Union in this area 
would be a significant and constructive start 
towards bringing America home again. 

In its Eastern European satellites, USSR 
has stationed 330,000 USSR troops. See New 
York Times, July 20, 1973. The total USSR 
troops outside of Soviet soil is therefore 
345,000. 

29 See Louis J. Halle, The Cold War as His
tory (New York 1967). 

oo Testimony of William J. Casey, Under 
House Affairs Committee, July 12, 1973, 93rd 
Cong., 1st Sess. 

31 See David P. Calleo, The Atlantic Fantasy 
(Johns Hopkins Press 1970). 

APPENDIX A 

U.S. Mn.rrARY STRENGTH OUTSIDE THE UNITED 
STATES As OF MARCH 31, 1973 

Total Outside the United 
States-------------------- 606,000 

U.S. Territories and Possessions____ 42, ooo 
Foreign Countries _________________ 564, 000 

Selected Areas, Southeast 
Asia --------------------- 63, 000 

Thailand ------------------------- 45, 000 
Afloat---------------------------- 18,000 

VVesternPacific ______________ 164,000 

Japan ----------------------------
Philippines -----------------------Ryukyus Islands __________________ _ 

South ~orea----------------------
Taiwan --------------------------
J.Uloat ----------------------------

Other Areas ________________ _ 

Bermuda -------------------------Canada ____________________ .; _____ _ 

Cuba ---------------------------
Guam ----------------------------Panama Canal Zone ______________ _ 
Puerto Rico ______________________ _ 

Afloat ---------------------------
Other ----------------------------

Western Europe and Related 

18,000 
15,000 
40,000 
42,000 

9,000 
40,000 

66,000 

1,000 
2,000 
3,000 

17,000 
10,000 
7,000 

16,000 
10,000 

Areas -------------------- 313,000 

Belgium -------------------------- 2, 000 
<Jermany ------------------------- 228,000 
Iceland -------------------------- 3, 000 
Italy----------------------------- 10,000 
<lreece --------------------------- 3,000 
Morocco-------------------------- 1,000 
Netherlands---------------------- 2,000 
Portugal ------------------------- 2,000 
Spain---------------------------- 9,000 
Turkey--------------------------- 7,000 
United Kingdom__________________ 21, 000 
Afloat---------------------------- 23,000 
Other---------------------------- 2,000 

LESS THAN 250 

Antarctica., Bahamas, Bahrain, Leeward 
Islands, New Zealand, Norway, Saudi Arabia, 
South Vietnam. 

LESS THAN 1,000 

Australia, Cyprus, Ethiopia, Greenland, 
Iran, Johnston Island, Midway Island. 

All other countries: Less than 100 U.S. 
military personnel. 

OSAD (COMPTROLLER)' 
Directorate for Information Operations. 
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U.S. MILITARY STRENGTH OUTSIDE THE UNITED 

STATES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1972 
South }(orea---------------------- 38,000 
Taiwan -------------------------- 9, 000 
Afioat ---------------------------- 38,000 

<lreece --------------------------
Morocco --------------------------

3,000 
1,000 
2,000 
1,000 
9,000 
7,000 

Total Outside the United 
States-------------------- 63Q,000 Other Areas ________________ _ 69,000 

1,000 
2,000 
3,000 
1,000 

Netherlands ----------------------
Portugal ------------------------
Spain ---------------------------
Turkey ---------------------------U.S. Territories and Possessions____ 42,000 Bermuda ------------------------

Canada -------------------------
Cuba -----------------------------

United }(lngdom _________________ _ 21,000 
24,000 
3,000 

Foreign Countries _________________ 593, 000 
Afioat ---------------------------
Other ----------------------------

Ethiopia. --------------------------
Guam ----------------------------

Selected Areas, Southeast 17,000 
10,000 

6,000 
16,000 
13,000 

LESS THAN 250 

Asia --------------------- 97,000 Panama Canal Zone ______________ _ Bahamas, Bahrain, Johnston Island, Lee
ward Islands, New Zealand, Norway, Saudi 
Arabia. 

Puerto RicO-----------------------
South Vietnam ____________________ 24,000 Afioat ---------------------------

Other ----------------------------
LESS THAN 1,000 

Thailand------------------------- 43,000 
Afioat ---------------------------- 30,000 VVestern Europe and Related Antarctica, Australia, Cyprus, Greenland, 

Iran, and Midway Island. VVesternPacific ______________ 162,000 Areas -------------------- 307,000 

Japan ----------------------------
Philippines -----------------------Ryukyus Islands __________________ _ 

20,000 
15,000 
42, 000 

Belgium -------------------------- 2, 000 
Germany------------------------- 221,000 
Iceland -------------------------- 3, 000 
Italy----------------------------- 10,000 

All other countries: Less than 100 U.S. 
military personnel. 

OASD (COMPTROLLER). 
Directorate for Information Operations. 

APPENDIX B 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY AND CIVILIAN DEPENDENTS LOCATED IN ALASKA, HAWAII, U.S. TERRITORIES, AND FOREIGN COUNTRIES, AS OF SEPT. 30, 1972 

TotaL ____________ --------- ___ 

Alaska ________ ------- ______________ 
Hawaii _____________________________ 

U.S. territories ________________ 

Guam _____________________________ _ 
Johnston Island. ___________________ _ 

Midway Island. ____ -----------------
Panama Canal Zone _________________ _ 
Puerto Rico _______________ ----------
Samoa (American) __________________ _ 
Virgin Islands ______________________ _ 

Wake Island_-------------------- __ _ 

DOD 
total 

465, 779 

36,915 
63,451 

31, 342 

Total dependents 

Navy and 
Marine 

Army Corps 

170, 683 91 , 356 

14,985 1, 430 
14, 182 31,197 

6, 946 11, 296 

Air 
Force 

202,950 

20,491 
17,964 

12,906 

12,153 12 7,149 4,987 
17 -------------------- 17 

742 ---------- 733 9 
12, 299 6, 934 755 4, 421 

6, 089 ---------- 2, 618 3, 471 
26 ---------- 26 ----------
14 ---------- 15 ----------
1 -------------------- 1 

Foreign countries and areas_____ 334, 071 134, 570 47, 443 151, 589 

Afghanistan _____ -------------- ____ _ 17 17 ------------------ - -Argentina ___________ -------- ______ _ 46 ---------- 21 25 Australia. ______________________ ___ _ 
Austria ____________________________ _ 1, 241 3 623 613 

42 38 1 3 Bahamas __________________________ _ 
152 ---------- 152 ----------Bahrain ___________________________ _ 246 ---------- 246 ----------Barbados __________________________ _ 
85 -------- - - 85 ----------Belgium ___________________________ _ 

Bermuda _________________ ----------
Bolivia. ___________________ ---------

3, 039 1, 795 200 l, 014 
1,127 ---------- 1,127 ----------

118 63 1 45 
BraziL ________________________ ----- 170 28 64 46 Burma ___________ _____ ____________ _ 

12 3 9 --------- -
Cambodia ___ ----------------------- 6 3 3 ----------Canada ____________________________ _ 

Canary Islands ___ -------------------
3,190 ---------- 674 2, 498 

3 ---------- 3 ----------Cape Verde Islands _________________ _ 
4 ---------- 4 ----------Chile _____ ______________ ----- ______ _ 

39 ---------- 19 12 Colombia __________________________ _ 98 50 16 19 
Congo (Brauaville) _________________ _ 

2 2 --------------------Costa Rica _________ ----- ___________ _ 23 17 3 ----------Cuba ____________________ ___ _______ _ 

Cyprus ____________ - ___ ---- ____ ----_ 
Czechoslovakia _____________________ _ 

1,215 ---------- 1, 215 ----------
282 5 277 ----------

4 1 3 ----------Denmark __________________________ _ 69 19 16 311 
Dominican Republic. ___ ------------- 81 26 43 9 
Ecuador __________ _______ ------ ____ _ 41 18 11 ----------
El Salvador_ __________ -------------- 28 3 5 16 
Ethiopia (including Eritrea) __________ _ 
Finland. __ -----------------_---- __ _ 

1, 160 591 468 101 
39 25 14 ----------

F ranee ____________ ----------------- 190 120 ~ 14 
Germany (including West Berlin) _____ _ 
Ghana ___________ ____ _____________ _ 151, 019 103, 180 1, 579 46, 102 

7 7 --------------------Gibraltar __________________________ _ 
Greece (including Crete) ___ __ _______ _ 
Guatemala _________________________ _ 

1, 326 16 1, 310 ----------
2, 237 131 51 2, 051 

988 84 886 18 Honduras __________________________ _ 
34 22 ---------- 7 

Hong Kong ___ ---------------------- 64 17 47 ----------Hungary ___ ___________ ------- ______ _ 
Iceland _________ -------------------
India . ____ _ ------------------------

8 7 1 ----------
2,087 ---------- 1, 425 662 

57 23 28 6 
1 ndonesia ____ ------- ___________ ___ _ 50 5 45 ----------
I ran ______________ ----------------- 770 287 24 454 
Ireland (Eire>-------- ------- -------- 509 15 476 18 
lsrael (including Jerusalem) _________ _ 
Italy (including Sicily and Sardinia) ___ _ 
Ivory Coast. _______________________ _ 

21 11 10 ----------
14, 209 3, 101 4, 790 6, 318 

7 5 2 ----------Jamaica. __________________________ _ 
9 ---------- 9 ----------Japan ______________ ---- ____ ----- __ -

Jordan ____________________________ _ 23, 976 4, 751 8, 504 10, 701 
14 4 1 9 

Kenya ______________ ----------- ___ _ 3 --------- - 3 ----------laos ____ _________ ------------ _____ _ 28 18 10 ----------
lebanon _____ ---------------------- 85 54 27 1 
leeward Islands __ ------------------ 115 ---------- 115 ----------liberia ______________________ ---- __ _ 

62 36 26 ----------

Dependents of active duty military personnel 

DOD 
total Army 

Marine 
Navy Corps 

Air 
Force 

Dependents of U.S. citizen civilian employees 1 

DOD 
total Army Navy 

OSD-JCS 
and other 

Air defense 
Force activities 

437,198 155,648 69, 547 14, 395 197, 608 28, 581 15,035 7, 414 5, 342 790 

34, 557 13, 905 1, 158 64 19,430 2, 358 1, 080 208 1, 601 9 
60,410 13, 091 20,327 9, 028 17,964 3, 041 1, 091 1, 832 ---------- 118 

28, 121 6, 012 8, 848 618 12, 643 3, 221 934 1, 830 263 194 

10,645 12 5, 473 173 4, 987 1, 508 ---------- 1, 503 ---------- 5 
17 ---------- -- ------------------ 17 - ----- ------- ------------------- ------------------

723 ----·------ 714 - - - ------- 9 19 ---------- 19 -------- - -----------
10, 948 6, 000 533 106 4, 309 1, 351 934 116 112 189 

5, 746 ---------- 2,114 312 3, 320 343 ---------- 192 151 ----------
- 26 ---------- 7 19 ------------------------------------------------------------
15 ---------- 7 8 ---------------------------------------------- - - ------------
1 ------------------------------ 1 ------------------------------------ ------ --------

314, llO 122,640 39, 214 4, 685 147,571 19,961 11,930 3, 544 4, 018 469 

17 17 ---------------------------- ------- ---------------------------------------------
46 ---------- 14 7 25 --------------------------------------------------

1,221 5 588 15 613 20 ---------- 29 --------------------
41 37 ---------- 1 3 1 1 ------------------------------

152 ---------- 152 ------------------- ---------------------------------------------------
246 ---------- 237 9 -------- ------------- ---------------------------------------
85 ---------- 85 ---------------------- --- --- -- ------------- -- -------- --- --------------

2,792 1, 578 186 14 1, 014 247 217 ------- --------- ---- 30 
732 ---------- 680 52 ---------- 395 ---------- 395 --------------------
99 53 ---------- 1 45 19 10 -------------------- 9 

115 6 54 9 46 55 22 1 ---------- 32 
12 3 4 5 ------------------------------------------------------------
6 3 3 ----------------------------------------------------------------------

3,047 ---------- ~1 50 2, 436 143 ---------- 63 62 18 
3 -------------------- 3 ----------------- _._-- --------------------- ------------ -- ----
4 -------------------- 4 ----------------------------------------- ----- --------------

31 ---------- 12 7 12 8 ------------------------------ 8 
72 37 8 8 19 26 13 -------------------- 13 
2 2 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------

17 14 ---------- 3 ---------- 6 3 -------------------- 3 
l, 054 ---------- 881 173 --------- - 161 ---------- 161 --------------------

282 5 208 69 --------------------------------------------------------- ---
4 1 ---------- 3 ------------------------------------------------------------

66 19 13 3 31 3 ------------------------------ 3 
75 23 31 12 • 9 6 3 ---- ------ --- -- ----- 3 
13 2 6 5 ---------- 28 16 -------------------- 12 
21 -------------------- 5 16 7 3 -------------------- 4 

1,149 580 461 7 101 ll 11 ------------------------------
39 25 11 3 ------------------------------------------------------------

170 101 51 5 13 20 19 -------- -- 1 ----------
143,580 97,067 1, 406 144 44,963 7, 439 6, 113 29 1, 139 158 

7 7 -------------------------------------- - -----------------------------------------
1,323 13 1, 310 - ----- -------------- 3 3 ------------------------------
2,048 105 ---------- 23 1, 920 189 26 28 131 4 

988 84 881 5 18 --------------------------------------------------
25 18 -------------------- 7 9 4 -------------------- 5 
64 17 33 14 ------------------------------------------------------------
8 7 1 ----------------------------------------------------------------------

1, 9~~ -------23- 1, 2~~ 3~ 66~ -------=~-==========-------=~-==================== 
50 5 31 14 ------------------------------------------------------------

764 286 24 ----- --- -- 454 6 1 -------------------- 5 
509 15 470 6 18 --------------------------------------------------

21 11 8 2 ------------------------------------------------------------
13,324 2, 612 4, 322 171 6, 219 885 489 297 99 ----------

7 5 ---------- 2 ------------------------------------------------------------
9 ---------- 5 4 --- ------- -------- ---------------- --- ----------- ------------

21, 699 3, 871 6, 209 1, 248 10, 371 2, 277 880 1, 047 330 20 
14 4 ---------- 1 9 --------------------------------------------------
3 -------------------- 3 --------------------------------------------- ---------- -----

28 18 9 1 ------------------------------------------------------------
79 51 14 13 1 6 3 -------------------- 3 

115 ------- __ , 115 ---------------------------------------------------- ------------ ------
62 36 20 6 --------------------------------------------------- - --- -----
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APPENDIX B-Continued 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY AND CIVILIAN DEPENDENTS LOCATED IN ALASKA, HAWAII, U.S. TERRITORIES, AND FOREIGN COUNTRIES, 
. AS OF SEPT. 30, 1972-Continued 

Foreign countries and areas-Continued 

Luxembourg _______________________ .; 
Malawi_ _________ ------ ___ -------- - -
Malaya, States oL _________________ _ 
Malta ________ ----------------------
Marshall Islands ___ -----------------Mexico ____________________ ------ __ _ 
Morocco __________________ ---------_ 
NepaL •• ______ --- _____ -----_-------
Netherlands. ___________________ ----
Netherland Antilles _________________ _ 
New Zealand. ___ -------------------
Nicaragua. ____________ ---- ___ -----_ 
Nigeria ____________ --------- _______ • 
Norway ___ -----_--------- _____ ----_ 
Pakistan ____ -----------------------Panama, Republic oL __ __ _________ __ _ 
Paraguay _______________ ------- ____ • 
Peru _______________________ ____ ___ _ 
Philippines ________________________ _ 
Poland ___________ -- ________ ----- __ _ 
Portugal (including Azores) __________ _ 
Rumania ______ ---------------- ____ _ 

~~~~r~~:~~~~-~~ ~ = = = = = ======== == == == Senegal _______________ -- __________ _ 

~~~:~o~:i>uiliic== = = == == = == == = = ====== 
South Africa .------------------- ___ _ 
South Korea __ ___ -------------------
South Vietnam. ___ -------- -- --------
Spain _______ -------------------- ---Sri Lanka (Ceylon) _________________ _ 
Sweden ___ -------------------------
Switzerland ______ ---_-_---------_---
Taiwan __ ______ -_----------------- --
Thailand ___ ------------------------
Trin_i ~ad and Tobago ________________ _ 
TUniSia_---------------------------
Turkey-----------------------------
United Arab Republic (Egypt) ________ _ 
United Kingdom _________ ------------
Uruguay _______ ---- ___ ----_---------
U.S.S.R. (Soviet Union) ______________ _ 
Venezuela.----- ____ ---- ___ ---------
Yugoslavia _________ __ _____ ----------
Zaire (Congo) ______________ ---------
Undistributed. ________ --------------

DOD 
total 

Total dependents 

Navy and 
Marine 

Army Corps 
Air 

Force 

41 39 2 ______ _. __ _ 

12 11 1 ----------
32 24 7 ----------
10 ---------- 10 ----------33 29 ____ _. ______________ _ 

87 ---------- 81 ----------
2, 073 34 1, 982 57 

5 5 --------------------
2, 790 635 34 2, 121 

3 ---------- 3 ----------
316 5 131 180 
46 32 2 8 
29 27 2 ----------

502 113 49 340 
12 5 4 3 

2, 270 1, 594 32 641 
355 27 293 19 
34 ---------- 13 8 

20, 040 154 7, 900 11,978 
18 11 7 ----------

2, 852 56 404 2, 392 
14 7 7 ----------

25, 860 9, 538 2, 063 14, 259 
86 60 4 22 
12 ---------- 12 ----------
45 6 14 22 
2 2 ----- --- ------- --- --

22 8 14 ----------
4, 296 2, 820 227 1, 239 

20 1 13 6 
13, 282 332 4, 480 8, 102 

10 ---------- 10 ----------
30 21 9 ----------
26 13 13 ----------

5, 853 822 983 3, 977 
4, 202 1, 816 284 2, 084 

18 ---------- 18 ----------
36 8 7 21 

7, 216 831 157 6, 228 
36 ---------- 36 ----------

30,668 713 2, 930 27,013 
24 ---------- 11 13 
49 21 25 ----------
77 13 23 22 
29 20 9 ----------
76 48 1 27 
68 6 48 14 

Dependents of active duty military personnel 

DOD 
total Army 

Marine 
Navy Corps 

Air 
Force 

Dependents of U.S. citizen civilian employees 1 

DOD 
total Army Navy 

OSD-JCS 
and other 

Air defense 
Force activities 

7 5 ---------- 2 ---------- 34 34 ------------------------------
12 11 ---------- 1 ------ ------------------------------------------------------
31 24 ---------- 7 ---- ------ 1 ------------------------------ 1 
10 ---------- 10 ----------------------------------------------------------------------
2 2 ------------------------------ 31 27 -------------------- 4 

81 ---------- 48 33 ---------- 6 ------------------------------ 6 
1, 980 17 1, 806 100 57 93 17 76 --------------------

5 5 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------
2,671 601 26 8 2, 036 119 34 ---------- 85 ----------

3 ---------- 3 ------------------------------------------------ ----------------------
316 5 123 8 180 ----------------------------------- ---- --------- --
37 27 ---------- 2 8 9 5 --------------- --- - - 4 
29 27 ---------- 2 -------- ------ ---------------------------------------------

489 100 39 10 340 13 13 ------------------------------
12 5 4 ---------- 3 -------------------- ------------------------------

2,051 1, 410 ---------- 32 609 219 184 ---------- 32 3 
326 14 286 7 19 29 13 -------------------- 16 

21 ---------- 8 5 8 13 ------------------------------ 13 
19,095 148 6, 905 369 11,673 945 6 626 305 8 

18 11 5 2 ----------------------------- --------- -- ------------------- -
2,652 53 351 3 2, 255 190 3 50 137 ----------

14 7 4 3 ------------- ------ -----------------------------------------
22,872 7, 075 883 1, 151 13,763 2, 988 2, 463 29 496 ----------

50 24 4 ---------- 22 36 36 ----------------------- -- -----
12 9 3 ------------ ----------------------- -------------------------
31 6 9 1 15 14 -- - ------- 4 7 3 
2 2 ---------------------------------------------------------------- .;. ___ ------------

22 8 13 1 --------------------------------------------------- ---- -----
3, 720 2, 357 73 80 1, 210 576 463 74 29 10 

20 1 9 4 6 --------------------------------------------------
12,452 72 4, 395 182 7, 803 830 260 263 299 8 

10 ---------- 8 2 ------------------------------------------------------------
30 21 7 2 ----------------------------------- -------------------------
26 13 ---------- 13 ------------------------------- -- ----------- -- --------------

5,691 782 882 50 3, 977 162 100 51 ---------- 11 
4, 079 1, 807 155 68 2, 049 123 9 61 35 18 

14 ---------- 11 3 ------- --- 4 ------ ---- 4 -------- ------ ------
36 8 ---------- 7 21 --------------- -- ---- ---- --------- --------------- -

7,013 769 144 13 6, 087 203 62 ---- ------ 141 ----------
38 ---------- 28 -------------------- 8 ---------- 8 --------------------

29, 446 349 2, 491 279 26,327 1, 222 364 160 686 12 
24 ----- - ---- 6 5 13 ---------------------------------- ------- ---------
46 21 18 7 ___ .;. ___ _ -- 3 - --------------- -- ------ --- -- - 3 
58 13 11 12 22 19 ------------------------------ 19 
29 20 5 4 --------------------------------------------------------~---
76 48 ---------- 1 27 ---------------------------------------- -------- --
64 6 14 34 10 4 ------------------- - 4 ----------

1 Dependents of employees p_aid from a~prop~iated funds. Data for Alaska, Hawaii and U.S. territories exclude dependents of U.S. citizen civilian emplo,ees who are permanent residents and who 
are employed in the State or terntory of the1r res1dence. 

. 
Total 

civilian 
personnel 

APPENDIX C 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

CIVILIAN PERSONNEL BY COUNTRY, AS OF DEC. 31, 1972 

Department of Defense Army Navy 

Direct hire Indirect Direct hire Indirect Direct hire 
hire- hire-

U.S. Foreign foreign u.s. Foreign foreign U.S. Foreign 
citizens nationals nationals citizens nationals nationals citizens nationals 

Air Force 

Indirect Direct hire Indirect OSD- JCS 
hire- hire- and other 

foreign U.S. Foreign foreign defense 
nationals citizens nationals nationals activities 

WorldwidetotaL _____________ 1,189,030 1,012, 380 69,322 107,328 364, 164 34,820 77,709 319, 06!) 20, 761 11, 178 260, 809 13, 363 18,:m 63,774 

67, 960 

22 
88 

United States____________ ___________ 977,971 977,971 -------------------- 346,358 -------------------- 310,728 ------------------- - 252,925 --------------------

AHiaawska_1~1-_._-_-_ -_ -_-_-_-_ -_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_·_=--= 5, 465 5, 465 ---- - ---------------
- - 19,888 19,888 --------------------

2,602 -------------------- 157 -------------------- 2, 684 -------------- -- ----
5, 793 ------------------- --- 10,722 -------------------- 3, 285 --------------------

Other 48 States and District of 
Columbia____________ _________ 952,618 952,618 -------------------- 337,963 ------- - ------------ 299,849 -------------------- 246,956 ------- ------------- 67,850 ================================================================================= 

U.S. territories______________________ 12, 750 9, 080 1 3, 670 ---------- 1, 737 2, 372 ---------- 5, 163 560 ---------- 2, 096 706 ---------- 1 116 
------------------------------------------------·----------------------------------------------

Guam _________________ ____ ________ _ 4, 840 4, 576 264 --------------------------------------- - 3, 759 249 ---- ------ 814 15 ---------- 3 
Midway Island __ ___ _____________ 57 57 -------------------------------------------------- 33 -------------------- 24 ------------------------------
Panama Canal Zone _____________ _. 4, 646 1, 243 3, 403 ---------- 828 2, 372 ---------- 159 308 ---------- 182 691 ---------- 106 
Puerto Rico ----- ---- ---------- - 3,199 3,196 3 ---------- 909 -------------------- 1, 212 3 ---------- 1, 068 --------------- - --- - 7 
Wake Island________ ____ ________ 8 8 ------ _ -------------------------------------------------------- ---------------- - 8 __ ------- _ ------------ ______ •• 

Foreign countries and areas___ _______ 198,309 25, 329 1 65,652 2 107,328 16,069 32,448 7, 7709 3, 169 20, 201 11, 178 5, 788 12, 651 18, 392 12 698 

3 ---------- 3 -------------------------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------- 3 
17 5 12 ---------- 1 7 ---------- 2 ------ - ------- ---------------- -------------------- 7 

316 27 289 ---------------------------------------- 25 288 ---------- 2 -------------------- 1 

Afghanistan _________ ---- __ ------
Argentina ___ -------------------
Australia ____ ------ ______ __ -----
Austria ________________________ _ 

6 2 4 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 6 
Bahamas _________ ------- - ___ --- 3 3 ----.; ---- --------------- ----------------- ----------- 3 ----------------------------------- ---------------- --- ----- -

68 43 25 ---------- 43 ------------------------------ 25 -------------------------- --------- - ------------- --
811 328 10 473 289 6 473 ------------------------------------------------------------ 43 
458 236 222 ---------------------------------------- 236 222 ------------------- - ----- - ----------------------- -

Bahrain _____ ----------------- • .: 
Belgium ______ ---------_----- __ .; 
Bermuda. _______ --------- ---- -: 
Bolivia ____ ------------------. _. 20 6 14 ---------- 3 8 - --------------------------------------------------------------------- 9 

Footnotes at end of table. 
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BraziL ________________________ :: 
Bulgaria _______________________ _ 
Burma ________________________ _ 
Cambodia __________ : ______ -----
Canada (including Newfoundland). 
Chad ______ -------------- ______ .: 
Chile __ ____________ ------------~ 
Columbia __________ --- _________ ; 
Costa Rica _____________________ .; 
Cuba __________________________ .: 

Cyprus _________ ---_------------
Czechoslovakia _____ -------_-----
Denmark ___ --------------------Dominican Republic _____________ ; 
Ecuador-----------------------
£1 Salvador---------------------
Ethiopia (including Eritrea) ______ _ 
Finland __ -----_-------- __ ------
France __ -----------------------
Germany_----------------------
Ghana _________ -_---------------
Greece (including Crete) _________ .; 
Guatemala ___ --_------_-_--- __ -..: 
H aitL ____ ---------------------.: 
Honduras __________ --------- __ --Hong Kong ____________________ _ 

Hungary ____ -------------------.: Iceland ______________ ----------. 
India ____ ----------------- ____ ..: Indonesia. ____________________ .; 

Iran_.--------------------- ___ .; 
Ireland ___________ ------------..: 
Israel (including Jerusalem) _____ _ 
Italy (including Sicily and Sar-dinia) ______________________ .:: 
Ivory Coast_ ___________________ .; 

Jamaica_-----------------------
Japan ________ ------------------
Jordan._._-.------.:-.--------.: 
Laos_--------------------------
Lebanon. ______ ----- ___ ----- ___ _ 
leeward Islands _______________ _ 
Liberia ____ ---------------_-----
luxembourg ____ ----------------Malagasy Republic ______________ _ 
Malawi_ ______ ----------_-------
Malaya, States oL _____________ _ 
Malta_------------------------.: Marshall Islands ________________ _ 
Mexico ________________ ---_-----
Morocco _________ --------------.: 

~:r~!riarit~s::================== New Zealand ___________________ .; 

~ !~:~r:~-~========= == ==== ======= 
Norway ___ ---------------------
Pakistan _______ -----------------
Panama ______ ---- _____ -_---- __ _ 
Paraguay ______ ..;_---_---------_-
Peru ______ ---------------------
Philippines __ -------------------
Poland _____ --------------------
Portugal (inch,Jding Azores) ______ _ 
Rumania ___ ----------------- __ ..; 
Saudi Arabia ___________________ .; 
SenegaL-----------------------Seychelles Islands ______________ .; 
Singapore _______ ---------------
South.Africa, Republic oL _______ .; 
South Korea ___________________ _ 
South Vietnam _________________ _ 
Spain (including Balearic Islands). 
Sri Lanka (Ceylon) ______________ .; 
Sweden_----------------------.: 
Switzerland ____ -_- ___ ----------.; 
Taiwan ________ ----------------.; 

Islands: 
Thailand ________ ------- _______ :.; 
Trin)qad and Tobago ____________ _ 
TUIHSia _________________ --- -- -~ 

Turkey ____ ---------------------
United Arab Republic (Egypt) ____ .; 
United Kingdom ________________ .; 
Uruguay----- __ ---- ____________ .; 
USSR (Soviet Union>-----~-;; _____ .; 
Venezuela ___ ------------------. 
Yugoslavia ______________ --------
Laire (Congo) __________________ _ 
Undistributed_- -------------- __ ..; 

Total 
civilian 

personnel 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 
APPENDIX C-Continued 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-Continued 

CIVILIAN PERSONNEL BY COUNTRY, AS OF DEC. 31, 1972-Continued 

Department of Defense Army Navy 

Direct hire Indirect Direct hire Indirect Direct hire 
hire- hire-

u.s. Foreign foreign u.s. Foreign foreign u.s. Foreign 
citizens nationals nationals citizens nationals nationals citizens nationals 

25913 

Air Force 

Indirect Direct hire Indirect OSD- JCS 
hire- hire- and other 

foreign u.s. Foreign foreign defense 
nationals citizens nationals nationals activities 

55 16 39 ---------- 6 26 _________ ..; 1 2 _______________________________________ -;; 20 
3 1 2 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ________ .; 3 

j ~ ~ ====== ======= ==== = ======================= ======== == ============= ====== = === ==== == === = = ==============j i 951 135 816 -------------------- 4 ---------- 78 127 ---------- 48 661 _________ ..; 33 

1 ~ --------3- 1~ ====== ============== --------4-===================================== ==== = ===== ====== ============ ====~ 1} 
14 4 10 ---------- 1 6 ---------------------------------------------------------------------.: 7 

1, 13~ 251 87~ :::::::::::: =======~ __ ---~- -~-::::::::::----- -253------ -877-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~ _________ ~ 
1 ---- _____ ..; 1 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 1 
3 2 1 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -- ----- ____ ..; 3 

27 9 18 ---------- 7 6 -------------------------------------------------- 7 _________ ..; 7 
7 1 6 --------------------= 3 ---------------------------------------------------------------------.: 4 
~ ~ ~ ----------------------------3---------------------------------------------------- __________________ ..; 5 

4:~ :r 4:~ ========~= ~~~~~~~:~~ ______ ~~; -========~=;;;;;;;;~;;;;;;;;~~;~~~~~~~~~~========~=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ J 
73, 437 11,013 39 62,385 9, 734 32 54,449 12 ---------- 55 1, 188 ---------- 7, 871 96 

61} ------132.; "~ ------436--------sc-------37---------2--------2c::::::: ==-- -----92--------42 -=== =======·;; ___ -342 1l 7 1 6 ___________________ ..; 4 _____ .; _______________________________________________________ -;; _______ .; 3 

1 .:.--=- ---- 1 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------------.: 1 
6 2 4 -------------------- 3 ---------------------------------------------------------------------..: 3 

13 -- .,;·;_· ____ :: 13 ------------------------- --=::- ------------------------------------------------------------------- ___ ..; 13 

:~i ':i ~1 ii~~imF=====;~=~=~~=~;;i~ii~=~ii=i~:::::J: :: _:::,~:=ii~ii=i~=;;;;:;;;;:=;:;;:;;:;~~i~ii~~ij-- -,- ,_--; 
1 ---------; 1 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 1 
4 1 3 ---------------------------------------------------------------------- 1 -------------------- 3 

3, 241 811 2, 430 ---------= 565 1, 013 _________ .; 179 815 _________ ..; 63 596 _______ ..;_~ 10 
2 ----- ____ .; 2 -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- _.; 2 
1 ----- ----~ 1 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.; 1 

3 45,020 5, 581 1, 424 38,015 2,124 72 18,871 1, 063 1, 344 10,398 2, 381 ---------- 8, 734 33 
8 _________ ..; 8 ___________________ ..; 3 -------------------------------------------------- 3 _________ .; 2 
3 1 . 2 --------- 1 -------------------------------------------------------------------------------.: 2 
6 1 5 ------------------------------------------------------------------ -------------- 2 _________ ..; 4 

} i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~-~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~;; ;;;~; ;~; ~~~ ~~~~~ ~~= ~: :::::: =~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~~I 
1 ----- ____ ; 1 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ______ .; 1 
2 1 1 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 2 

6:! ------~:r ----~ : __ ~; -======~~=~~~~~~~:~========~=~~~~~~~~~~=======~=========~=======~~~=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~- ---- -=-i 
415 ------136; ~ ------266 _______ 1o7 ____ -----4-------2or=:::===========~===== =========------ -21·:::::::: ==-------64- ~ 
~ --------i; l ==================== ------------------------------------------------------------------------ _______ ..; ~ 

4 ----------- 4 -------------------- 1 ==================================================--------~-========== 2 69 31 38 ---------- 30 5 -------------------------------------------------- 29 _________ ..; 5 
21 _________ ;: 21 -------------------------------------------------- 8 ------------=------- 7 _________ _: 6 . 2 1 1 -------------------- 1 ______________________ .; ______________________________________________ ..; 1 

9 4 5 -------------------- 3 -------------------------~-------------------------------------------:: 6 16 6 10 -------------------- 3 _______________________ __________________________________ ____________ .; 13 
16,554 1,146 15, 408 ---------- 5 81 ---------- 392 12,825 ---------- 745 2, 497 _________ .; 9 

8 3 5 ------------------------------------------------------------- --------------------------------------.: 8 
1, 136 214 922 ---------- 3 7 ---------- 93 32 ---------- 117 879 _________ ..; 5 

-4 1 3 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ______ .; 4 
32 11 21 ---------- l 16 ---------------------------- ----------- - 10 4 _________ .; 1 
1 ----- ____ .; 1 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4~ 2~ -------2L:: :::.:::: __ ------~: ::::::::::::::::::::-------12--------is-::::::::::·-------8---------3 ·::::::::::---------4 
5 ------- __ .; 5 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 5 

16,885 1,130 12,111 3, 644 850 10,724 3, 644 93 241 ---------- 180 1, 142 _________ ..; 11 
18,103 571 17,532 ________ .; 426 16,456 _________ _: 98 352 ---------- 24 713 ---------- 34 
2, ~09 744 1, 865 ---------- 408 59 ---------- 146 1, 071 _________ .;: 183 730 ---------- 12 

1 ---------:: 1 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.: I 
7 2 5 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 7 
5 3 2 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- _____ ..; 5 

1, 934 254 1, 680 ---------- 65 205 ---------- 69 645 ---------- 115 825 _________ ..; 10 

7, 020 266 6, 727 27 105 2, 444 69 257 _________ .; 83 4, 013 ------:~.-;; 49 
1 1 -------------------------------------------------;; 1 ------------------------------------------ _________ ;:.; ___ -- . .: 

99~ 37~ 61j ========== 25~ n~ ========================================------izo·------498-:::::::::~ l 106 4 102 ---------------------------------------- 4 102 __________________________________________ -_;: _____ _ 
3, 553 1, 249 796 1,.056 713 479 66 113 309 61 412 ---------- 1, 381 19 10 1 9 ___________________ .; 5 _____________________ .;_;: _____________________________________________ .; 5 

16 4 12 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- _____ .; 16 
13 5 8 ---------- 1 3 ---------------------------------------------------------------------:: 9 
4 1 3 ------------------------------------------------ ________ ::;;_ ----------------------------- ___________ .; 4 

u ~ 1~ 1 ~ :::::::::: 6~ ________ ~-==::::::::-------T:::::::::: ::::::::::-------30--------ir::::::::::_-__ --;;_-; ___ ~ 

• 1 ncludes 32 and 346 Direct Hire Foreign Nationals of OSD and Other Defense Activities in terri
tories and foreign countries respectively. 

:Includes 49 Indirect Hire Foreign Nationals of Other Defense Activities. 
a Includes civilians located in the Ryukyus. 
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APPENDIX D 

NATO AND SOME NATO SEGMENTS' TRADE WITH EASTERN EUROPE AND THE U.S.S.R.-1951-72 

1951 

NATO 1 total exports 2 with Eastern Europe _____ 515.7 
NATO total imports with Eastern Europe _______ 753.8 
NATO total exports with U.S.S.R ______________ 129.0 
NATO total imports with U.S.S.R ______________ 283.2 
U.S. total exports with Eastern Europe _________ 2. 8 
U.S. total imports with Eastern Europe _________ 63.8 
U.S. total exports with U.S.S.R ________________ .1 
U.S. total imports with U.S.S.R ________________ 27.4 

1962 

European NATO total exports with Eastern 
Europe _________ __ ------------------------ 512.3 

European NATO total imports with Eastern 
683.6 Europe _____ _________ ____________ --_------

European NATO total exports with U.S.S.R _____ - 128.9 
European NATO total imports with U.S.S.R _____ 255.3 

1962 

NATO total exports with Eastern Europe _______ 2,144. 6 
NATO total imports with Eastern Europe _______ 2, 214.7 

758.9 NATO total exports with U.S.S.R ______________ 
NATO total imports with U.S.S.R ______________ 1, 043.5 
U.S. total exports with Eastern Europe _________ 125.1 
U.S. total imports with Eastern Europe _________ 78.9 
U.S. total exports with U.S.S.R ________________ 20.1 
U.S. total imports with U.S.S.R ________________ 16.2 
European NATO total exports with Eastern 

1, 974.0 Europe ______________ ---------------------
European NATO total imports with Eastern 

2, 120.1 Europe _____________________________ ------
735.7 European NATO total exports with U.S.S.R _____ 

European NATO total imports with U.S.S.R _____ 1, 025.6 

1 All NATO member countries. 
2 East European Communist countries. 
a Trade data with Albania excluded. 
' Preliminary. 
a Greece and Turkey trade computed at 1971 levels. 
*Insignificant amount. 

APPENDIX E 

RECORD OF PLENARY MEETING OF THE PREPARA• 
TORY CONSULTATIONS HELD IN VIENNA ON 
MONDAY, MAY 14, 1973 AT 10:30 A.M. 

Chairman (Mr. J. A. THOMSON). We have 
gathered to resolve the question of participa
tion and procedures. In this connection we, 
a.s I understand, are to hear nine points and 
four statements. 

Mr. 0. N. KHLESTOV. 1. Representatives of 
the following states a.re the participants in 
the preparatory consultations related to Cen
tral Europe which began in Vienna on Janu
ary 31, 1973: 

The Kingdom of Belgium 
The People's Republic of Bulgaria Canada 
The Czechoslovak Socialist Republic 
The Kingdom of Denmark 
The German Democratic Republic 
The Federal Republic of Germany 
The Kingdom of Greece 
The Hungarian People's Republic 
The Italian Republic 
The Grand Duchy of Luxembourg 
The Kingdom of the Netherlands 
The Kingdom of Norway 
The Polish People's Republic 
The Socialist Republic of Romania 
The Republic of Turkey 
The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
The United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland 
2. Representatives of the following states, 

which are potential participants in possible 
agreements related to Central Europe, will 
take the necessary decisions by consensus: 

The Kingdom of Belgium 
Canada 
The Czechoslovak Socialist Republic 
The German Democratic Republic 
The Federal Republic of Germany 
The Grand Duchy of Luxembourg 
The Kingdom of the Netherlands 
The Polish People's Republic 
The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
The United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland 

(In millions of dollars) 

1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 161 

522.4 551.1 769.3 887.5 1,159. 9 1, 303.7 1, 368.1 1, 497.8 1, 925.3 1,896. 9 
695.8 681.7 829.5 1, 101.6 1, 279.4 1, 410.2 1, 450.2 1, 692.2 1, 978.0 2,089. 7 
184.1 164.6 237.2 243.5 415.3 412.3 444.7 418.0 672.8 761.1 
294.4 240.4 308.5 407.8 452.0 463.9 532.6 672.2 876.4 989.3 

1.1 1.8 6.1 7. 0 11.3 86.2 113.3 89.3 193.4 133.4 
39.6 36.4 42.4 56.0 65.5 61.3 62.6 80.9 81.0 81.1 

(*) (*) . 2 . 3 3.8 3.6 3. 4 7.4 39.3 45.6 
16.8 10.8 11.9 17.1 24.5 16.5 17.5 28.6 22.6 23.2 

1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 31969 3 1970 31971 3f 1972 

520.7 548.8 757.2 869.8 1, 083.6 1, 186. 2 1, 231.6 1, 371.1 1, 695. 1 1,669. 8 

648.8 640.4 783. 1 1, 040.7 1, 203.9 1, 338.4 1, 377.6 1, 598.9 1, 883.7 1, 992.9 
184.1 164.6 232.0 240.5 386.5 397.2 421.8 397.3 625.0 691.3 
279.2 228.7 295.9 390.1 426.5 544.5 513.4 641.2 850.5 968.4 

196~ . 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 a 1969 a 1970 a 1971 3f 1972 

2, 258.5 2, 835.7 2,779. 7 3, 397.0 3, 667.5 3, 956. 1 4, 436.3 5, 194.9 5, 712.3 7, 477.7 
2, 480.0 2, 574.0 3, 956.9 3, 449.1 3, 686.6 3, 914. 7 4, 340.9 4, 948. 8 5, 599.6 6, 609.3 

792.5 1, 023.7 826.1 925.8 1, 049.8 1, 294.4 1, 415.2 1, 689.3 1, 738.2 2, 413.3 
9'53. 8 918.7 1, 149.9 1, 274.4 1, 385.0 1, 466.0 1, 581.8 1, 724.2 1, 860.5 2, 066.9 
166.4 339.1 - 139.4 198.0 195.2 216.8 249.3 353.3 384.0 818.2 
80.6 98.8 137.4 178.6 177.1 198.3 195.1 225.5 222.7 320.1 
22.9 146.4 44.4 41.7 60.2 57.5 105.5 118.4 161.8 546.7 
21.2 20.8 42.6 49.5 41.1 58.1 51.5 72.3 57.6 95.5 

1, 912.6 2, 054.2 2, 357.9 2, 833.5 3, 304.7 3, 612.3 4,162. 3 4,688. 6 5,161. 9 6 6, 308.4 

2, 380.5 2, 449.8 2, 879.0 3, 220.6 3, 436.8 3, 645.4 4, 075.6 4,658. 7 5, 297.6 6, 187.9 
630.4 584.5 598.8 587.6 870.4 1, 154. 1 1, 399.6 - 1, 473.7 1, 451.0 1, 801.8 
930.4 895.3 1, 098.2 1, 214.1 1, 322.7 1, 387.9 1, 518.9 1, 648.1 1, 790.4 1, 956.0 

Note: Differences in the valuation of trade appear in various statistical series. Their relative 
value in relation to the totals shown here, however, is insignifiCant in the process of abstracting 
trends from this summary table. 

Sources: Department of Commerce trade statistics, OECD trade statistics and assistance from 
Miss lucie Kornei, Department of State, REU. Dario Scuka, analyst in international trade and 
finance, May 24, 1973. 

The United States of America 
I! another state wishes to be included 

among the states listed in this paragraph and 
this is agreed by consensus of the representa
tives of the states listed in this paragraph, it 
may be so included. Such inclusion in nego
tiations or decisions related to Central Eu
rope could either be general or, if so agreed, 
could be for the limited purpose of taking 
part in a particular decision or decisions re
lating to this subject. It is understood that 
such additional participation in decisions, 
agreements, or measures would be without 
prejudice to the security of any of the parties. 

3. The following states will participate with 
a. special status: 

The People's Republic of Bulgaria 
The Kingdom of Denmark 
The Kingdom of Greece 
The Hungarian People's Republic 
The Italian Republic 
The Kingdom of Norway 
The Socialist Republic of Romania 
The Republic of Turkey. 
4. All participants will be seated as listed 

in paragraph 3 according to the English 
version. 

5. The chairmanship will rotate from meet
ing to meeting among the representatives of 
the states listed in paragraph 2 in the order 
set forth in the English version. The first 
chairman will be drawn by lot. 

6. All participants will have the right to 
speak and to circulate papers on the subject 
matter. 

7. The meetings will be open only to the 
participants. 

8. Following the opening statements, pro
ceedings and documents of the meetings will 
be confidential except for those matters on 
which it is agreed in advance that another 
procedure will be followed. There will be no 
official records of meetings except as other
wise agreed. 

9. The official languages will be English, 
French, German, and Russian. 

Mr. B . QUARLES VAN UFFORD. The represent
atives of Belgium, Canada, the Federal Re-

public of Germany, Luxembourg, the Nether
lands, the United Kingdom, and the United 
States of America wish to point out that the 
arrangements for the participation of Hun
gary in these consultations are without prej
udice to the nature of Hungary's participa
tion in future negotiations, decisions, or 
agreed measures or to the security of any 
party, and that, in particular, the question 
of how and to what extent Hungary will be 
included in future decisions, agreements, or 
measures must be examined and decided dur
ing the pending negotiations. 

Mr. E. UsTOR. In connection with the uni
lateral statement of the representatives of 
Belgium, Canada, the Federal Republic of 
Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States of 
America the representative of the Hungarian 
People's Republic wishes to state the follow
ing: 

As the representatives of Hungary and of 
other socialist states have explained during 
the course of the consultations, Hungary 
could consider participation in possible de
cisions, agreements, or measures only if the 
appropriate conditions are fulfilled. 

Mr. B. QuARLES lAN UFFORD. It is under
stood that the arrangement on participation 
and procedures being adopted today will also 
be applied in the forthcoming negotiations. 

Mr. 0. N. KHLESTOV. It is agreed that the 
arrangement on participation and procedures 
being adopted today will also be applied in 
the forthcoming negotiations. This does not 
preclude the posstblllty of raising the ques
tion of inviting other European states to 
participate in these negotiations as observers. 

Chairman (Mr. J. A. THOMSON). Are there 
any objections? 

I see none. 
It will be so recorded. 

TESTIMONY OF DEPUTY SECRETARY RUSH, BE
FORE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ARMS CON
TROL, JULY 25, 1973 

U.S. TROOP LEVELS IN EUROPE 
Mr. Chairman: I welcome this opportunity 

to discuss with you the level of American 
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forces in Western Europe. Since the United 
States signed the North Atlantic Treaty in 
1949, Congress has supported the continued 
presence of U.S. forces in Europe. I believe 
that there are convincing reasons to continue 
that presence and to avoid unilateral cuts in 
our European troop strength. I should like 
to discuss these with you today. 

Our forces in Europe serve several objec
tives of U.S. policy. In my remarks I will ad
dress each of these in some detail. But at the 
start I think it would be useful just to go 
over them. 

First: Our European forces play an im
portant role in deterrence. Relations between 
East and West in Europe have not been 
smooth these past 25 years. But they have 
not come to military conflict. It is our defen
sive posture and the incalculable conse
quences of war for an aggressor that have 
time e.nd again turned us back from war in 
Europe and toward negotiation. 

Second: U.S. forces in Europe make a sig
nificant contribution to defense. In the un
likely event of military con.fiict, they would 
pose a formidable fighting force. NATO's 
conventional strength-to which we make e.n 
important contribution-must be capable of 
meeting a Warsaw Pact attack without early 
use of nuclear weapons. Nuclear strength is 
not enough. 

Third: The presence of U.S. forces plays a 
vital political role in our relations with West
ern Europe. It is the visible evidence of our 
commitment to NATO's security. Our Allies, 
confident of that commitment, are making 
significant strides in assuming an increasing 
share of the common defense burden. But if 
we pull our troops out prematurely, that 
process will be jeopardized. And the goal of 
a strong, united Europe, self-reliant but 
closely allied to the United States, may never 
be realized. 

Finally: Of special interest to this sub
committee is the role of our forces in East
West negotiations. We have made significant 
progress in the past several years toward our 
goal of a stable and secure world at lower 
levels of cost and risk to the United States. 
SALT I, the Berlin Agreements, the Vietnam 
accords, new relations with China-all these 
are tangible evidence of progress. But much 
remains to be done. We are engaged in the 
second phase of SALT, in CSCE, in MBFR. 
To succeed in these negotiations, we cannot 
withdraw from the world. We cannot nego
tiate from a posture of weakness and retreat. 

In my opinion, we should not consider uni
lateral withdrawals of our troops from Eu
rope when we are only 90 days away from 
negotiations to lower these forces mutually. 
For the first time since the cold war began 
the Soviet Union has agreed to negotiate 
about a reduction of its forces in the heart 
of Europe. This is a remarkable· accomplish
ment--almost unthinkable just a few years 
ago. 

There are good reasons for believing that 
the Soviets are entering these talks with 
serious intent. But it is obvious that they 
will have no incentive to negotiate with us 
if we cut our own troop strength unilaterally. 
The essence of negotiations is that you must 
have something to give in order to get some
thing you want. 

The Strr:.tegic Arms Limitations Talks are 
an example of this rule familiar to all mem
bers of this subcommittee. Last year we 
reached agreement with the Soviet Union to 
limit offensive and defensive nuclear weap
ons. In that agreement we halted our on
going ABM program, and in exchange the 
Soviets agreed to limit their own ABM de
ployments and the further deployment of 
their giant ss-9 missiles. 

If we had followed the advice of some to 
give up the ABM program unilaterally or to 
reduce our offensive strategic programs uni
laterally, I do not believe there would have 
been a SALT agreement last year, let alone 
prospects for a follow-on agreement next 
year. 

This same natural logic applies to our 
"forces in -Europe. -Unless we enter the force 
reduction negotiations this fall with our 
troop strength intact, the Soviets will have 
no incentive to bargain. And the process of 
normalization and reduced confrontation in 
which we have invested so heavily over the 
past 25 years will be placed in jeopardy. 

As you well know, arms control discus
sions can yield not only substantial military 
results but a continuing political discourse 
of considerable value. :::1 SALT, our candid 
discussions with the Soviet Union did much 
to dispel common misconceptions and to cre
ate a new atmosphere of greater confidence 
and trust. That same possibility lies before 
us in the mutual force reduction talks. Thus 
proponents of unilateral American force 
withdrawals would not only sacrifice the mil
itary benefits of negotiating Soviet force re
ductions but also the significant political 
benefits of such negotiations. 

I have tried to determine in my own mind 
why there is such a strong urge at this par
ticular time to reduce our forces unilaterally. 

Part of the reason is clearly that after our 
long and frequently frustrating experience 
in Vietnam there is an understandable de
sire to bring our forces home. But our prob
lems and policies in Europe are clearly dif
ferent from those in Southeast Asia. The 
stability and prosperity made possible by our 
postwar commitment to Europe have taught 
us the wisdom of this commitment. Any re
duction in our force levels must take account 
of this approach and not come as reflex ac
tion to our policies in some other part of the 
world. 

The Vietnam experience is clearly not the 
only reason for the current disenchantment 
with our contribution to NATO. It seems to 
me that the drive to cut our forces substan
tially derives in large measure from some 
basic misconceptions about current interna
tional realities. 

At the risk of over-simplification, let me 
briefly list what I believe to be the major 
misconceptions: 

First, that with progress towards detente 
a strong defense is no longer required. 

Second, that our balance of payments prob
lems and pressing domestic needs leave us 
no choice except to cut our forces substan
tially and unilaterally. 

Third, that our European allies are getting 
a free ride by not making a significant con
tribution to the common defense, and 

Fourth, that our conventional forces are 
merely a symbolic "trip wire" and not a 
serious military machine, and that in any 
case they are unnecessary as we can rely 
upon a nuclear deterrent. 

Let me deal with each of these in turn: 
There are some who argue tha.t in fact no 

military threat in Europe exists, that prog
ress in moving towards detente removes the 
need for a strong defense. 

The military facts of life provide no justi
fication for this point of view. Over the past 
decade the Soviet Union increased its total 
military manpower by 30 %, doubled its pub
lished military budget and vastly increased 
its nuclear forces. 

While the United States has decreased 
the number of its forces in Europe over the 
past decade by over one-third, the Soviet 
Union has since 1968 increased the number 
of its division from 26 to 31. In recent years 
we have observed an increase in the num
ber of Soviet tanks in eastern Europe, the 
introduction of new air defense missiles for 
the protection of Soviet ground forces, and 
an increase in nuclear-capable rocket 
launchers and cannon artillery. Thus the 
military forces posing a potential threat to 
NATO, rather than diminishing, have sub
stantially increased both in quantity and 
quality. 

If the military facts provide no justific.a
tion for unilateral American withdrawals, do 
political realities permit such a step? We 

have made substantial progress in moving 
from an era of confronta.tion to an era of 
negotiations. Tensions in Europe have de
clined. 

But we have made this progress not by 
wishful thinking a.bout our adversaries nor 
by abandoning commitments to our allies. 
On the contrary, we have reduced tensions 
by demonstrating to our adversaries that our 
continuing strength and determination lett 
them no alternative but to negotiate. 

The progress we ha.ve made in recent 
years is not irreversible. In fact Europe's 
history gives more grounds for pessimism 
than optimism about the possibilities for a 
durable peace. Throughout a large part of 
modern history, Europe has been either pre
paring for, actually fighting or recovering 
from war. 

We do not believe that this periodic recur
rence of war in Europe ha.s to continue to 
be the case. But to change Europe's history 
we must understand the continuing reali
ties of international life. In President Nixon's 
words "War is caused not by the strength of 
one nation alone but by the weakness of 
one nation in relation to another. Strength 
and resolution are an incentive for nego
tiation leading to peace. Weakness and naive 
sentimentality are an open invitation to 
pressure tactics and aggression leading to 
war." 

Some seem to believe that the western Eu
ropeans are strong enough to provide for 
their own defense without a significant 
American presence. 

History refutes this contention. Twice in 
this century we have had to intervene mili
tarily in western Europe to protect freedom 
and our own security. 

It was our decision in 1949 to change 
course and to maintain a tangible and sig
nificant defense commitment in western 
Europe which has made the past quarter 
of a century one of Europe's most stable and 
prosperous eras. This stability and pros
perity have been of great benefit to us as 
well as to the Europeans. Why should we 
abandon such a successful policy? 

It is simply fostering a misconception to 
talk about our forces being in Europe for 
the defense of Europe alone. Our contribu
tion to NATO must be understood for what 
it is: a matter of U.S. self-interest. Western 
Europe is the second greatest economic 
power in the world, linked to the United 
States by innumerable strategic, political, 
cultural and economic ties. It is American 
security which dictates the necessity to deter 
not only a full-scale Soviet attack on West
ern Europe but also the application of Soviet 
political pressures-for such pressures could 
give the Soviets veto power over western 
European cooperation with the United 
States. 

There is another dimension as well. A 
primary objective of American foreign pol
icy this year is to reinvigorate our relation
ship with our Allies, and to establish a 
framework within which we can deal with 
pressing problems of trade, finance and se
curity. 

We and our NATO allies have been able 
to forge a prosperous and dynamic world 
economy from the ruin of war because we 
worked together, not only to rebuild the 
world economy, but also to provide for our 
common security. There can be no pros
perity without security just as there can 
be no security without a sound economy. 

We cannot abandon cooperation in one 
sector without gravely damaging the other. 
It is that knowledge which has always pro
vided the common sense bounds to our dif
ferences on any matter. 

That is a reality that I hope you will take 
into account as you consider proposals to act 
unilaterally to reduce our contribution to 
the common defense. It would not be pru
dent to assume that the good wlll and con
structive effort that our Allies have brought 
to the solution of our common trade and 
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monetary problems could be quite the same 
if our cooperation in our common defense 
had been eroded by substantial unilateral 
troop reductions. 

Let me turn now to another source of 
pressures for unilateral American reduc
tions. We are all agreed that this country has 
a serious balance of payments problem and 
pressing domestic needs. But we have been 
moving vigorously on both these fronts and 
with considerable success. 

The results of our monetary actions are 
beginning to take effect. We believe the cur
rency realignments provide the basis for 
elimination of the long-standing U.S. deficit 
and restoration of international payments 
equilibrium. 

Department of Commerce data show a 
drop in our balance of payments deficit from 
$3.8 billion for the first quarter of 1972 to 
$1.2 billion this year. That is a very impres
sive improvement. 

Plainly the speed our return to equilib
rium, and we can do so with economic poli
cies which leave us with a significant mili
tary capability overseas. 

There is considerable misunderstanding 
about the impact our troops in Europe have 
upon both our balance of payments and the 
federal budget. The result of our having 
300,000 men and their dependents in Europe 
in FY 1972 was a payments deficit of $1.5 
billion. That is, after subtracting the value 
of our military exports and services to west
ern Europe from the value of our military 
expenditures in western Europe, there was a 
difference of $1.5 billion. This figure in
cludes West German purchases of U.S. mili
tary equipment in fulfillment of the us
FRG offset agreement. But it does not take 
into account this two billion dollar agree
ment's assistance to our payments burden 
in the form of substantial West German 
purchases of U.S. Government securities 
and west German rehabilitation of U.S. 
military facilities. 

Equally important, the 1.5 billion dollar 
figure must be looked at in the context of 
our overall balance of payments. It is com
parable, for example, to the $1.2 billion 
deficit caused by the larger number of 
American tourists visiting western Europe 
than western European tourists visiting the 
United States. And it was only a sixth of 
our total basic payments deficit of over $9 
billion in 1972. 

Moreover, the deficit in the military bal
ance of payments was not a major cause of 
our deteriorating balance of payments situa
tion. The major problem was the increasing
ly adverse balance in non-military goods and 
services. 

And while the decline in value of the dol
lar increases the cost of our troops abroad, 
it has a more significant and favorable im
pact upon . the competitiveness of our ex
ports. Thus while the local costs of our troop 
deployments in Europe have increased, this 
increase is small compared to the favorable 
impact the new exchanges rates are having 
on our $80 billion annual exports of goods 
and services. It is in this non-military area 
where our increasingly successful efforts to 
reestablish payments equilibrium must con
tinue to be focussed. 

We have also been told that pressing do
mestic needs force us to cut our forces in 
Europe unilaterally. But surely this is a false 
choice. We always have had and always will 
have both domestic and national security 
needs. The point is that we must devote 
adequate resources-in a carefully balanced 
way-to both. 

Let us look at the record. In 1968 almost 
one-half of the federal budget went for de
fense, while only a third was devoted to hu
man resources. Today these proportions are 
reversed with human resources receiving half 
the federal budget and defense receiving less 
than a third. 

In 1968 the defense budget was nine per
cent of GNP. It is now just six percent. 

Surely this ls not an unacceptable bur:den 
for a country with a GNP. of well over one 
trillion dollars. 

Since 1968 we have reduced the size of 
our armed forces from 3.5 million to 2.3 mil
lion. And in Europe over the past decade, 
we have reduced our armed forces by a third, 
from 465,000 to 300,000. 

I believe that this is a remarkable record 
of force reduction and cost control. It cer
tainly demonstrates our commitment to 
spend no more of the nation's limited re
sources on defense than is absolutely neces
sary. 

Some seem to believe that by bringing our 
forces home from-Europe we would not save 
money unless the forces that are returned 
home are demobilized. But our military es
tablishment today is already at its lowest 
level in two decades and trails well behind 
those of the Soviet Union and China. If we 
demobilize large numbers of our standing 
forces, we cannot maintain our NATO com
mitments or keep our pledges under the 
Nixon Doctrine. 

The budgetary outlay for keeping our 300,-
000 men in the European theater, and that 
includes the Mediterranean Sea, is $4.0 bil
lion for Fiscal Year 1974. That is the cost of 
pay and maintenance of these men and their 
dependents in Europe. 

However, if we consider the cost of the 
support facilities in the United States for 
these forces and the cost of their arms and 
equipment, the cost rises to $7.7 billion for 
Fiscal Year 1974. That includes the $4.0 bil
lion figure. 

Within these costs there is an incremental 
cost to the stationing of our forces in Europe 
additional to the cost of similar forces in 
the United States. It runs to about $400 mil
lion per year and is composed largely of such 
expenses as transportation. 

However, if you bring these men home and 
maintain our NATO commitment, you will 
have to keep them in uniform, and provide 
the added transport and duplicate heavy 
arms in Europe so that they can be rapidly 
returned to fight there. In that case, the 
annual budget cost will actually be more 
than at present. Thus, those whose aim is 
reduced budget costs must be speaking not 
about unilateral reductions from Europe but 
rather about unilateral demobilization. This 
Administration rejects such an approach. 

You will also have heard the figure of 
$17 blllion. That is the cost of all the U.S. 
armed forces, wherever located in the world, 
that are committed to NATO and would be 
deployed in the event of hostilities. It is not 
the cost of our troops now in Europe, nor 
would this amount be saved even if we 
withdrew all of our forces from Europe. 

In sum, I hope you will agree with me that 
even substantial reductions of our forces 
in Europe will neither save money nor re
solve our balance of payments problems. 

Let me turn now to the role of our allies. 
We are urging our partners in NATO to do 
more for the common defense, but we by no 
means carry the entire burden. While the 
U.S. contribution is highly significant, our 
allies contribute to NATO nearly 90 percent 
of its ground forces, 80 percent of its sea
power, and 75 percent of its airpower. In cen
tral Europe, the allies supply 25 of the 29 
combat-ready divisions. They have over three 
million men in active service today-one 
third more than the United States has 
throughout the world. 

Perhaps most important our NATO part
ners have substantially increased their de
fense effort in recent years. Since 1970 they 
have raised their defense expenditures by 30 
percent to a level of $35 billion in 1973. 

Through the European Defense Improve
ment Program they are fulfilling their com
mitment to procure major new items of mi~i
tary equipment and to construct installa
tions, in order to achieve a more effective 
conventional defense. 

Our allies are also taking a number of 

steps to help the United States with both Its 
military balance of payments and budgetary 
problems. 

As I have already noted, the German Gov
ernment, in addition to substantial arms 
purchases in the United States, has also pur
chased $621 million in U.S. Government 
medium term securities on which it pays the 
interest and has put $186 million into the 
rehabilitation of U.S. barracks in Germany, 
benefiting both our balance of payments and 
our budget costs. The total value of this 
offset agreement to the U.S. has been ap
proximately $2 billion over a two-year 
period. 

We are now negotiating another offset 
agreement with the Federal Republic. 

In addition, and important for the long 
run, NATO's defense ministers last month 
agreed to examine the problem of finding 
additional multilateral means to reduce the 
adverse economic consequences borne by the 
United States as a result of its stationing 
forces in Europe. We consider this a major 
step that can reduce the balance of payments 
impact and the incremental budgetary bur
den of stationing forces abroad rather than 
at home. 

Let me turn now to the fourth basic area 
of misunderstanding. Some argue ·that Amer
ican and NATO forces are not a serious fight
ing force and could not withstand a Soviet 
assault. This is simply not true. NATO is 
a formidable defensive force and not just 
a "Trip wire" as some believe. In central 
Europe, for example, NATO has available 
roughly the same number of forces as the 
Warsaw Pact. And NATO is now engaged in 
developing a further program of specific force 
improvements that will ensure an adequate 
defense for the rest of this decade. 

But NATO could be forced into a "trip 
wire" posture, into having to resort to · nu
clear weapons in a matter of days or even 
hours, if the United States were to unilater
ally withdraw a substantial number of its 
forces. 

This would be an extremely dangerous 
situation in today's world. The doctrine of 
"massive retaliation" became inadequate 
when the Soviet Union became a real nu
clear power able to retaliate in kind. That 
is why it is surprising to hear proposals to 
defend western Europe by dependence upon 
nuclear weapons alone. This backdoor re
vival of the doctrine of massive retaliation 
coincides with the emergence of something 
like parity in strategic weapons systems be
tween the United States and the Soviet 
Union. But nuclear parity makes massive 
retaliation less believable as a means of de
terring all forms of aggression in Europe. 
The proposed return to this concept, whether 
it is called "massive retaliation" or "trip 
wire", as a substitute for NATO's agreed 
fiexible response capability refiects one of two 
things: either a misunderstanding of the 
implications of strategic parity, or a cavalier 
dismissal of the possibility of less than all
out war in Europe. · 

Let me conclude. We are not asking the 
Congress to agree that we should retain the 
present level of our forces in Europe indefi
nitely. We are convinced that this is neither 
wise nor necessary. 

But we are equally convinced that the 
manner in which we reduce these forces is at 
least as important as the reductions them
selves. 

We want to bring about these reductions 
in a way which will neither damage the At
lantic Alliance nor tempt our adversaries to 
return to a policy of aggressive confrontation. 

As I have already noted, we are moving 
vigorously on three fronts: 

First, in NATO we are developing a multi
lateral mechanism for more equitable bur
den-sharing and we are revising some basic 
defense concepts to allow for more efficient 
use of scarce defense .resources. 

Second, in this Year of Europe we are 
seeking to resolve the inter-related issues 
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of trade, finance and security in a coopera
tive and mutually beneficial manner, and 

Third, in slightly more than 90 days we 
wlll begin unprecedented negotiations with 
the Soviet Union and the nations of eastern 
Europe to mutually reduce the forces still 
confronting one another in the heart of 
Europe. 

Surely this is a program worth this Con
gress' most serious consideration. We ask 
only for the time to carry it out. 

TRICENTENNIAL OF MARQUETTE
JOLLIET LANDING IN ARKANSAS 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, last 

week was an eventful one for the people 
of Helena and West Helena, Ark. Amid 
the activities of the second annual Seren
dipity Week in the Twin Cities-a sum
mer festival of pageants, art shows, street 
carnivals, exhibits, and concerts-seven 
men and a boy reenacting a historic river 
voyage paddled their canoes ashore at the 
banks of the Helena Harbor. Their land
ing marked the tri-centennial celebration 
of the landing at Helena of the Mar
quette-Jolliet expedition in 1673. 

The history of Helena and West Helena 
are very much intertwined with the Mis
sissippi River and the progress of these 
communities in recent years is due in 
large measure to the vision and involve
ment of the citizens there with the river. 

The theme of the serendipity summer 
festival this year, "The Land, the People, 
and the River," aptly describes this rich 
heritage and involvement of people which 
makes these outstanding cities and places 
to live. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that two articles about Helena and 
West Helena, and last week's events be 
printed in the RECORD. The first appeared 
in Monday's New York Times and is en
titled "A River Town in Arkansas Marks 
Impact of the Mississippi on Its Past and 
Future." The second article appeared in 
the Arkansas Gazette of July 17 and de
scribes the reenactment of the Mar
quette-Jolliet voyage and landing at 
Helena. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the New York Times, July 23, 1973] 
A RIVER TOWN IN ARKANSAS MARKS IMPACT OF 

THE MISSISSIPPI ON ITS PAST AND FuTuRE 
(By Seth S. King) 

HELENA, ARK., July 19.-It is difficult, espe
cially in the summer, to see the Mississippi 
River from any part of Helena, even from 
the top of Crowley's Ridge, the sandy bluff 
behind the business district. 

The levee that rises beyond the railroad 
tracks blocks out everything in back of it, 
and the Kudzu vines and massive oaks on 
the 100-foot-high Crowley's Ridge screen all 
but a thin slice of the muddy river to the 
east. 

Helena's residents are always aware that 
the river is there. One hundred and eighty 
years ago, the river rushed in and destroyed 
the first · settlement on this site, and the 
people know it is possible, although unlikely, 
that this could happen again. 

JOLLIET-MARQUETTE VOYAGE 
They are also more aware each year of the 

river's growing role in their town's pros-
perity, which has been bolstered as inland 
waterway shipping has increased. 

Three hundred years ago last Sunday, the 
Mississippi bore the fragile canoes of a tiny 
band of voyagers led by Louis Jolliet and 

Jacques Marquette, who passed Crowley's 
Ridge and paddled into the mouth of the 
Arkansas River, 45 miles south of here. 

Helena marked this event with a tricen
tennial celebration. Six young professors and 
ecological scientists and the young Jesuit 
priest, who are reenacting the Jolliet-Ma.r
quette voyage this summer, paddled their re
production of the explorer's canoes to the 
town's landing. 

Then they came ashore to entertain the 
townspeople with songs of the voyagers and 
narratives of the Jolliet-Marquette journey, 
which opened to white settlers and traders 
the vast river system that now links Helena 
with the St. Lawrence River and the Atlantic 
Ocean. 

The contemporary voyagers arrived amid 
the festivities for Helena and West Helena's 
second annual Serendipity Week, whose 
theme this year is "The Land, the People, 
the River." 

In four days of pageants, art shows, street 
~arnivals and concerts, Helena also took note 
of the sojourn here of Hernando de Soto, the 
first white man to see the Mississippi, who 
crossed it south of here in 1541 and lived 
for more than a month with the Quapaw 
Indians near Crowley's Ridge. 

Helena (pronounced HEL-n-AH) and West 
Helena, whose combined populations total 
21,422, call themselves "Arkansas' only sea
port." 

The river's main channel has moved a half 
mile to the east of Helena itself. But barge 
traffic moves easily in and out of the city, 
either through the slack water channel that 
remains beyond the levee or by touching at 
the loading jetties beneath the towering 
bridge on the southern edge of town. 

The river once brought huge, fiat-bot
tomed cotton boats to Helena. These steam
driven boats carried thousands of tons of 
cotton picked from the surrounding planta
tions from Helena to Memphis, the nearest 
city, 65 miles to the north, and brought 
in goods that made Helena the largest river
side shopping mecca between Memphis and 
Greenville, Miss. 

UNION ARMY OUTPOST 
The river also brought Union troops to 

Helena in 1861, and the emplacements for 
the artillery they used to prevent the Confed
erate Army from moving downriver to Vicks
burg can still be seen on each end of Crow
ley's Ridge. 

When the cotton began moving by rail and 
then by highway, river traffic to Helena 
diminished year by year. 

"When I came here 10 years ago, there 
weren't more than 50 barges a year brought 
into Helena," said Jim Walden, director of 
the Helena Marine Service. "For that matter, 
there was comparatively little traffic on the 
river itself, and you could stand out on that 
bridge all day and maybe see one tow pass 
by." 

A tow is a group of barges pushed, not 
towed, up or down the river by sturdy little 
"tow boats." Today, Mr. Walden said, more 
than 800 barges are pushed into Helena 
every year. 

Many of them come to pick up oil and 
natural gas from the pipelines of the Texas 
Eastern Transmission Corporation. 

Many others bring phosphate and sulphur 
from the Gulf of Mexico to the Arkla Chemi
cal Corporation's plant, whose plumes of 
smoke now curl over the fiat, lush fields of 
cotton and soybeans on the flood plain at 
the southern edge of Helena. At least half of 
the plant's ammonia and nitrogen fertilizers 
are shipped out by barge. 

Other barges stop at Helena to load 90 per 
cent of the 525,000 tons of soybean meal and 
soybean oil processed at Riceland Foods 
sprawling plant, carrying them downriver to 
Baton Rouge and New Orleans. 

And Helena is now the site of the National 
River Academy, the nation's first river boat 
school, which the barge lines have estab-

lished to train young men to become river 
captains and engineers. 

"I've been in the river boat business all 
my life and I know most everybody that's 
in it, too," Mr. Walden remarked. · 

"When I said I was moving to Helena, they 
thought I was crazy" he continued. "Well, 
today I've got eight tow boats, controlled by 
that radio in the next room, and right now 
they're pushing barges as far north as Min
neapolis and clear to Pittsburgh. The rivers 
are about the only thing left in this country 
that's free to use, and I'm betting the Mis
sissippi will one day be seeing more barges 
than you or I could imagine existed." 

Mr. Walden said he knew when he came 
to Helena that the Arkansas River would 
some day be open to his barges. And last 
year it was, with the completion of locks 
and dams that now hold enough water in 
this previously sandy, shallow stream to carry 
barges as far as Tulsa, Okla. 

At Helena, the only port near the mouth 
of the Arkansas River, the Mississippi is 
nearly a mile wide, with a tricky, seven-mile
an-hour current. 

RIVER CONSCIOUS 
"There's nobody living in Helena that 

isn't conscious of that river, even if they go 
days without looking right at it," said Judge 
George Cracraft of Chancery Court, whose 
family settled in Helena in 1880. 

"The more venturesome of us run our 
boats on it, and some fish in the back
waters," the judge said. "And, of course, a 
goodly number of people here make their 
living because the river was here and those 
companies moved in to use it." 

For years, Judge Cracraft said, everybody 
had "a phobia" about building anything on 
the fiat fields south of the city. 

"But about a decade ago, the Arkansas 
Power and Light Company decided the ad
vantages from the river were worth it, and 
the levee would hold," he continued. "The 
others came right afterward to get the same 
benefits from the river." 

This spring, during one of the greatest 
fioods in the river's history, Helena's levee 
did hold and the town escaped. 

"But anybody with any sense knows the 
river is dangerous and untrustworthy," the 
judge said. "We used to have another street 
in Helena, just the other side of that levee, 
ironically called Water Street. The river took 
it clear away one year." He added: 

"You see that little hump ahead of us 
in the street? Years ago, that was the Water 
Street levee. I shudder to think of people 
living here with no more protection than 
that.'' 

The Jolliet-Marquette expedition 300 years 
ago went no farther than the mouth of the 
Arkansas after its leaders learned from the 
Indians that the Mississippi emptied into a 
great sea to the south, rather than to an 
ocean that would have led to China, as the 
French had hoped. 

This week the group that is re-enacting 
that expedition is traveling upstream, plan
ning to paddle-as Joliet and Father Mar
quette did-back to the Illinois River, up 
past Chicago and into Lake Michigan. 

Passing Helena, they leave behind one of 
the oldest settlements on the river's west 
bank, a small city that still lives off the 
Mississippi River. 

[.From the Arkansas Gazette, July · 17, 1973] 
REENACTING RIVER TRIP 300 YEARS AGO, VoY
. AGERS REACH HELENA AN HoUR EARLY 

(By John Fleming) 
HELENA.-The reincarnations of the in

trepid Father Jacques Marquette and Louis 
Jolliet, who visited what is now Helena ex
actly 300 years ago, arrived here Sunday at 
4·: 11 p.m. to the strains of the Marseillialse 
and the Star Spangled Banner. 

A fiotilla of crafts ranging from a yacht to 
a fishing boat went up river early in the 
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atternQon to watch the two authentic birch
bark canoes race through the choppy waters 
of the mighty Mississippi. A crowd of more 
than 500 braved intermittent rain to cheer 
loudly when the canoes touched the bank at 
Helena. harbor. 

The seven men and a boy who are re-enact
ing the famous exploration trip of 1673 were 
lustily singing an old French voyagers song 
which ended with the admonition-"the 
moral of this story is to drink before you 
die." 

There was a brief reception on a rostrum 
erected at the river's edge. The party was 
officially greeted by Representative Bill Alex
ander (Dem., Ark.) of Osceola, Lieutenant 
Governor Bob Riley and Helena Mayor Thad 
Kelly. Honored guests were Pierre Coleve, 
first consul of the French Embassy at Wash
ington, and Jean-Jacques Peyronnet, French 
counsul at New Orleans. 

Lewis Reid, a suburban Chicago French 
teacher, leader and organizer of the 1973 
exploration party, took over as master-of
ceremonies. Rev. Charles McEnery, a Jesuit 
priest from Chicago, who is taking the role 
of Father Marquette, was the only member 
of the group not present, He was preparing 
to take part in the field mass held from an 
altar near the seawell at the harbor. Coinci
dentally, Father McEnery, at 36, is the same 
age as was Father Marquette when he made 
the river trip. 

VOYAGERS BEGAN IN MICHIGAN 

Reid (Jolliet) pointed out that the party 
had been an hour ahead of schedule since it 
left St. Ignace, Mich., May 17 to react with 
all the authenticity possible the voyage that 
proved the Mississippi River flowed into the 
Gulf of Mexico and not the Pacific Ocean. 

"Since we left St. Ignace on May 17,'' Reid 
said, we have always been one hour early. 
Take any airline in the United States and see 
if you arrive one hour early. Let us do the 
paddling." 

In a serious vein, Reid pointed out that 
most Americans are of the opinion that the 
trend of discovery was from east to west 
when actually it transpired from north to 
south as evidenced by the journey of Mar
quette and Joliet and later by the trip along 
the same route by La Salle. The Marquette
Jolliet journey, however, only extended as 
far as the mouth of the Arkansas River while 
LaSalle went to the Gulf. 

The 1973 party will move downriver from 
Helena to the confluence of the Mississippi 
and the Arkansas Rivers .and then turn 
around to retrace the path of the original 
party. The entire trip will be more than 3,000 
miles and wm end in late September as did 
the 1673 journey. 

When the voyagers reached a point in the 
main channel opposite Helena Sunday, they 
were met by a canoe bearing two Helena men 
dressed in Indian costume symbolizing the 
friendly reception Marquette and Jolliet got 
from the Accances (Quapaw) Indians. 

COTl'ONWOOD CROSS, NATIVE WILD FLOWERS 

The field mass held in an open space be
tween the river and the seawall was impres
sive. The cross of cottonwood with the bark 
intact rose from the center of a fence made 
of the same material. The area was sur
rounded with wild flowers painstakingly 
sought out from the surrounding countryside 
to give the service a setting similar to the 
backdrop the explorers found 300 years ago. 

Earlier in the afternoon there was a re
dedication of the statue of Father Mar
quette, which was placed in a Helena residen
tial area in 1937. G. H. Kenkel of Brinkley, 
represented the Knights of America, which 
placed the statue after historical research 
revealed that Father Marquette held a mass 
near the site. Mayor Kelly, the French diplo
matic representatives and Miss Lily Peter of 
Marvell, who wrote a book specially for the 
tricentennial celebration were among the 
guests. 

Msgr. James E. O'Connell of Little Rock, 

made the rededication address. He said that 
he recalled the original dedication in 1937. 

"When we think as we go back a period of 
300 years that the faith that I represent and 
the Christian faith in general was first 
brought to these areas by the intrepid ex
plorers Pere Marquette and Jolliet, we are 
indeed filled with great pride.'' 

Monsignor O'Connell went on to say: "I 
would hope that all of us who call Arkansas 
our home either by adoption or by birth 
would be mindful of our heritage and refiect 
upon the fact that in those early days when 
these explorers came down this river they 
came down primarily for two reasons. One 
was to extend the kingdom of God on earth 
and to bring to this area the blessings of 
the enlightened culture which was found 
back in the country, where they were born." 

RECEPTION HELD AT PHILLIPS COLLEGE 

Following the mass at the Harbor there 
was a reception at the Fine Arts Building at 
Phillips Community College. 

A Navy unit out of New Orleans provided 
free boat riding for hundreds of persons be
ginning Thursday and the rides will continue 
through Tuesday. The free boat rides were 
interrupted when the press boat broke down 
and the craft w.as pressed into service to take 
the news media representatives up the river 
to meet the explorers. 

The only hitch in a very smoothly operated 
celebration was the absence of the Cherokee 
Indians who were supposed to set up a typi
cal Indian village at Phillips College. They ar
rived late Sunday and will have the village 
ready today. 

FRED ASSELIN 
Mr. RIDICOFF. Mr. President, I have 

been fortunate during my public career 
to have had many capable aides. I am 
always pleased when a valued assistant 
moves on to accept a new and challeng
ing position. 

This is especially true of Fred Asselin, 
my press secretary from May 1967 to May 
of this year, who has accepted a new 
assignment with the Senate Permanent 
Investigations Subcommittee. 

Much of any Senator's success de
pends upon the ability and character of 
his aides. Fred was loyal, candid, imag
inative, hard working, and an excellent 
writer. Fred had a unique understanding 
of the vital role the press plays in our 
political system and a great respect for 
the individual men and women of the 
press who cover Connecticut and Wash
ington, D.C. 

Born in Nampa, Idaho, in 1939, Fred 
grew up in California's San Joaquin 
Valley and graduated from Fresno State 
College with a degree ·in social science. 
The son of a Southern Pacific Railroad 
brakeman, he worked as a general as
signment reporter on the Fresno Bee and 
joined the staff of the late Senator Clair 
Engle, Democrat, of Califomia, in Feb
ruary 1962, as press secretary. He took 
a leave in the fall of 1962 to work as a 
press assistant in the reelection cam
paign of California Gov. Edmund G. 
Brown. 

In 1964, he left the Senate and worked 
briefly for the Democratic National Com
mittee and then was employed for the 
next 3 years in the Office of Public af
fairs at the headquarters of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
where he was coordinator of astronaut 
public appearances, organizing astronaut 
appearances from college lectures to 
ticker tape parades around the world. 

In May of 1967, Mr. Asselin left NASA 
to become my press secretary. In 1969, 
while serving· -as acting chairman of the 
Senate Permanent Subcommittee on In
vestigations, I assigned him to work with 
investigators in Southeast Asia and else
where on the subcommittee's investiga
tion of illegal procedures in U.S. military 
nonappropriated fund activities such as 
post exchanges and NCO clubs and the 
black market in currency in the Repub
lic of Vietnam. It was largely due to 
Fred's diligence and investigatory skills 
that the subcommittee was able to un
earth the illegal activities then rampant 
in post exchanges in Southeast Asia. At 
the conclusion of that inquiry in 1917, he 
in addition to his regular duties almost 
single-handedly wrote the subcommit
tee's 150,000-word final report. 

An investigative reporter at heart, 
Fred's interests were whetted by his ex
perience in uncovering the PX scandal. 
Now able to devote his full time to the 
Investigation Subcommittee, I am con
fident that he will make many important 
contributions to its future work. 

I know all the members of my staff join 
me in wishing Fred fulfillment in his new 
job. Fortunately, because I am a member 
of the Permanent Investigations Sub
committee, I will be able to continue my 
association with a good friend and dedi
cated public servant. 

INCREASING FARM PRODUCTION 
AND FOOD SUPPLY 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, one 
action which President Nixon took this 
week in announcing the relaxation of 
economic controls in the food sector was 
to encourage maximwn production by 
American farmers. 

The President announced that there 
will be no set-aside requirements for the 
1974 crops of feed grains-, wheat, and 
cotton. He said: 

The stability of the American economy in 
the months and years ahead demands maxi
mum output. I call upon the American 
farmer to produce as much as he can. 

I agree with that statement, and I ap
plaud his decision that there is no set
aside program next year. But I also call 
upon the President not to require Ameri
can farmers to shoulder the full risk of 
unlimited production. 

We faced a similar situation in the 
mid-1960's, when stocks of grain were at 
similarly low levels, and the administra
tion stimulated production so effectively 
that price-depressing surpluses resulted. 

The risks of all-out production should 
be distributed fairly among all segments 
of the economy. Sharing that risk, and 
incentive for increased production, are 
the twin goals of the new farm bill ap
proved by the Senate on June 8. 

That bill recognizes a very fundamen
tal fact. If farmers are going to respond 
to the needs of this Nation, then incen
tives to produce must be provided. This 
was accomplished through the adoption 
of target prices. 

But the President did not recognize 
this point in his economic statement. 

Mr. President, if we are to provide ade
quate supplies of food for domestic con
sumption and export, we will have to use 
every available incentive to encourage in-
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creased production of some commodities. 
We cannot expect the farmers to go all 
out to increase production if they have 
no kind of price guarantee. Indeed, many 
would be unable to obtain the necessary 
financing to expand production unless 
there is some assurance that the in
creased production will not drive prices 
down to rock bottom levels. Unless we 
have a strong farm program such as has 
been passed by the Senate, the American 
consumer will be faced with short sup
plies of food and even higher prices in 
the years to come. I hope that the Presi
dent will assume the leadership in the 
passage of such a bill. 

PIONEER DAY 

Second, the President's order permit
ting a dollar for dollar pass through of 
increases in the cost of raw agricultural 
products since June 8 will result in feed 
shortages. This is because the costs of 
the ingredients that go into animal feeds 
rose sharply during the month of May. 
So those who buy or make feed from in
gredients will be subject to the same kind 
of price squeeze that chicken and egg 
producers had this summer. And of 
course if the food producers cannot buy 
feed, the consumer will not be able to buy 
food. 

So, now more than ever we need the 
McGovern food shortage amendment the 
Senate has adopted. I hope the Senate 
and House conferees meet promptly on 
the minimum wage bill so that that bill 
together with my amendment will be 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, July 24 is an sent to the President for his signature. 
important date each year in the history I ask unanimous consent that the fol
of the Mormon church for it was on that lowing excerpts from yesterday's RECORD 
d~y, now 126 years ago, that the coura- be printed at this point. 
geous Mormon pioneers first entered Salt There being no objection, the excerpts 
Lake valley. 

From their headquarters in Salt Lake, were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
Mormon settlers established communi- as follows: Mr. McGoVERN. Mr. President , this amend-
ties throughout the West. The first com- mentis virtually identical to my amendment 
munity in my own State of Nevada was which the senate adopted on June 30 by a 
the settlement at Mormon Station, the vote of 61 to 1 which Senator Long charac
present Genoa. Additionally, our largest terized as "the amendment to insure that the 
city at Las Vegas was originally a Mor- price of the chicken exceeds the cost of the 
mon settlement and is still home to thou- feed." 
sands of descendants of those original The amendment requires an adjustment in 
pioneers. Mormon influence in the de- the maximum price which can be charged for 

agricultural commodities under any price 
velopment of Nevada has been truly sig- control order when the Secretary of Agricul
nificant and positive. ture certifies that price controls are creating 

From humble beginnings, the Church a shortage in a given agricultural commodity 
has achieved worldwide recognition and and there are no alternative means for in
in_fluence. Those early pioneers brought creasing th_e supply of that commodity. 
with theJn a boundless energy and en- : The price freeze has creat.ed a very real . 
thusiasm which has contributed immeas- threat" of food shortages in ·the near future, 

- and that fact is well documented in an article 
urably to the progress and development entit led "Chains see -Shortage of Food for 
of the West. The Nation is in debt to This week," written by Major wens and 
these hardy people for their contribu- published in yesterday's washington Post, 
tions not only in material development which I ask unanimous consent to have 
but for their example of dedication and printed in the RECORD, together with my re
steadfastness and spiritual strength. marks on this subject on June 30, at the con
These attributes are precisely those elusion of my remarks. 
which are necessary to see the Nation The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, 

it is so ordered. 
through its present problems. I know (See exhibits 1 and 2.) 
the Latter-day Saints and their friends _Mr. McGoVERN. The reason for adding this 
throughout the world can take justifiable measure to the pending bill is that it is the 
pride ' in the history they celebrate at quickest means for it to become law. The bill 
this time. we amended, H.R. 2261, was not able to be 

PHASE IV AND FOOD 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I was 
pleased to see that the administration has 
at least temporarily abandoned many of 
its ill-founded economic policies with 
respect to food. 

The ceiling on red meat imposed last 
April and the June price freeze have re
sulted in food shortages for the consumer 
and severe hardship for the food pro
ducer. 

So, as the author of the McGovern food 
shortage amendment, I was pleased to 
see that the President has taken at least 
some of the steps we have advocated. 

But, the new rules announced by the 
administration this week contain two 
serious flaws. First, the continuation of 
the ceiling on beef until September 12 
means less meat for the consumer until 
September and higher prices next fall. 
This is because the cattle growers will 
hold back much of their stock from 
market until the end of the ceiling. 

acted upon by the House in their rush to 
adjournment on June 30. 

The matt er is not controversial in the 
House since it adopted the McGovern amend
ment as an amendment to the farm bill 
earlier this week. Unfortunately, however, 
the farm bill will not be sent to the President 
for some weeks. 

I feel we must insure that this amend
ment is sent to the President before the 
August recess. For if we do not do this 
acute shortages in certain commodities may 
d~velop by the time Congress returns in 
September. The minimum wage bill offers 
the best vehicle for doing. his. 

I have spoken to the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMs) , the fioor manager of 
t~e pending bill, who has supported the 
amendment before and supports it now. I am 
joined in cosponsoring this amendment by 
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. DoLE) . The 
original amendment was cosponsored by 
Senators MANSFIELD, DOLE, NELSON, PASTORE, 
CRANSTON, CURTIS, HUGHES, McGEE, ABOUR• 
EZK, HART, BENTSEN, ALLEN, FULBRIGHT, Mc
CLELLAN, ROBERT C. BYRD, and TALMADGE. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, Will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McGovERN. I yield. 

Mr. HuMPHREY. The Senator left my name 
off. I want .to be sure he includes that. 

Mr. McGoVERN. I thank my colleague for 
calling my attention to that. The Senator 
from Minnesota is one of the most impor
tant cosponsors of this measure. 

Mr. HuMPHREY. It is a very important piece 
of legislation, and we are all indebted to the 
Senator from South Dakota for this measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The name of the 
Senator from Minnesota will be added. 

Mr. McGovERN. Mr. President, I am sure 
that the Senator from New Jersey will accept 
this amendment, and I am hopeful it will 
be agreed to without dissent at this time. 

EXHIBrr 1 

(From the Washington Post, July 17, 1973) 
CHAINS SEE SHORTAGES OF FOOD FOR 

THIS WEEK 
(By Major Wells) 

A short age of pork, poultry and other food 
items is likely to occur this week because of 
poor crop yields, high feed and grain costs 
and the June freeze on retail prices, spokes
men for Washington's three major super
market chains predicted yesterday. 

"The already limited supplies of pork and 
poultry will increasingly drop as the week 
goes by," said Clarence G. Adamy, president 
of the National Association of Food Chains. 

"There is a raffling for products," he said. 
"There will be more and more shortages a-s 
the 60-day freeze continues. There also will 
be fewer meat advert isements, beoause no one 
can afford to promote without a supply." 

The 60-day freeze is expect ed to be lifted by 
Aug.15 . 

Virginia 's famous ham-curing town of _ 
Smithfield has two casualties among the 17 
hog processing plants that have closed na- . 
tionally in the last three weeks, according 
to the National Associat ion of Food Chains. 
Other plants are laying off employees and 
curtailing pl'oduction. 

. Poultrymen in Virginia's Shenanavah 
Valley l_;l.ave began to sell outright w the 
Rockingham Poultr.y Marketing Coop6trative, 
hoping that the cooperative will haye more 
access to feed . 

The 60-day freeze locked in the prices they 
can receive for their product while permit- · 
ting the cost of feed-a raw· agricultural prod
uct exempt from price ceilings-to continue 
to rise. 

Although the spokesmen for the three big 
supermarket chains said they were not expe- -
riencing any crit ical shortages yesterday, two 
of them said they were operating on a day-to
day basis. The third said he was on an hour
t o-hour schedule. 

"The only solution is to let the American · 
economy operate freely, " said Vincent 
Maguire, merchandising director for Grand 
Union . 

"As the supply goes down,'' he said, "the 
demand goes up. As the demand goes up, 
the price goes up." 

"We're not having any shortages," said 
Barry Scher, communications manager for 
Giant Food. "We're not able t o buy the quan- _ 
tit ies we'd like to buy from our suppliers . 
Relief is needed from the Price Commission." 

"Everything is tight from watermelons to 
t?matoes and potatoes," said John Shepherd, 
a Safe-way spokesman. 

According to Harry Deakton, a specialist 
with the National Council of Equal Business 
opportunity and interim manager of the Big 
V chain, meat packers and processors are cur
tailing their production because prices they 
are being asked to pay for meat are too high · 
for a profit able ope-rat ion by them. 

"It's not a quest ion of what the wholesale 
cost is," Deakton said, "but whether you can 
procure the it em and sell it within the cost 
guidelines and limitations." 

He described the present food prices as "out 
of kilter. Unless the ceiling is taken off," he 
added, "there will be a marked change in the 
eating ha bits of t he American public." 
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In some cases, supermarket owners are ex

pressing concern over the unava.lla.bllity 
of supplies of celery, eggs, vegetable on, vine
ripened tomatoes, potatoes and apples. 

The price of soybeans is three to four 
times as high as a year ago, spokesmen said. 
So there is also a shortage of vegetable and 
soybean oil and margarine, because they are 
dependent on corn, soybeans and other feed 
grains. 

Contributing to the grain shortages are 
many factors, including bad weather during 
growing seasons, international trade, infla
tion and market speculation. 

ExHmiT 2 

PROTECTING FOOD PRODUCERS AND FOOD 
CONSUMERS 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR GEORGE M'GOVERN 
Mr. President, on behalf of myself, the 

distinguished majority leader, Senator Mans
field, Senator Dole, Senator Nelson, Senator 
Cranston, Senator McGee, Senator Abourezk, 
Senator McClellan, Senator Talmadge and 
Senator Curtis, I send to the desk and call 
up a.n amendment. This amendment would 
require a.n adjustment in the price for ag
ricultural commodities when the Secretary of 
Agriculture determines that the current price 
:freeze will produce a short of that commodity 
and there is no alternative means for in
creasing the supply. 

Mr. President, if things remain as they 
are, consumers will soon find it as hard to buy 
certain agricultural products such as eggs, 
chicken or milk, as it is now to get gas on a 
Sunday afternoon. This is because the costs 
of producing these products, particularly 
feed grains, has gone up even faster than the 
cost of living. The result of the price freeze 
is that the farmer cannot get from the 
middleman or the store a. sufficient price to 
cover his costs. 

Consumers understand this problem. Many 
of them have written to me expressing their 
concern. I ask unanimous consent that a. 
copy of a. typical letter I received be printed 
at this point in the Record. 

And so we see on television 100,000 baby 
chicks being destroyed. Because they also 
depend on high intensity feed, the same 
thing will happen to countless young hogs 
and lambs. The dairy farmer will sell off his 
herd if milk production continues to mean 
losses. And the cattle rancher will not put 
yearling steers and heifers on the feedlot if 
he knows his costs will exceed sales price. 

And in the end it is the consumer who will 
pay the most for these shortages unless we 
act promptly now. The pattern reported in 
the press for broiler chickens is already be
ing seen in eggs. For example, an egg pro
ducer in South Dakota told me this week that 
his cost of soybean meal has increased from 
five cents to twenty-five cents per dozen 
eggs in the past year. He will not continue 
producing eggs, even for a short time, if he 
is likely to lose money on every case of eggs 
he ships. And other products raised on high 
intensity feeds are not far behind. 

So the government must move promptly 
to insure that the consumer has food prod
ucts to buy. 

The bill we are offering today offers the 
quickest and in the long run least expensive 
way to do this. It would require in emer
gency situations an adjustment in the 
maximum price for agricultural commodities 
whose supply is being reduced. by the freeze. 
This would provide the sufficient incentive 
to keep farmers producing products con
sumers need. 

Of course, there are other methods too. 
The Administration announced two days 

ago that it has prohibited further exports of 
soybeans and cottonseed and their products, 
in a.n effort to stem the export of feed grains. 
Let us hope that these actions will retard 
the catastrophic increases in the prices o1 
processed feeds which have occurred in re-

cent weeks; however, it may be some days 
before we can know its effect. 

Another method might be to determine 
immediately how Phase IV can operate for 
food, and move rapidly to a special Phase 
IV for food while working out the deta.Us for 
other sectors of the economy. The Admin
istration is working toward that goal, but 
it appears some time off. 

Yet another method might be to institute 
an emergency supplemental payment from 
the Treasury to food producers who are 
forced to sell at less than cost. Such an ap
proach is not without merit, but it, too, in
volves complexities and may require some 
time to implement. 

But none of these methods would be able 
to take hold for some time. By then it would 
be too late to bring back to life countless 
young animals needlessly slaughtered. Our 
amendment would be effective right away. 

This amendment, Mr. President, offers a. 
simple and effective method of dealing with 
a. problem of potentially major proportions. 
It has the support of urban Senators, whose 
consumer constituents need an adequate food 
supply; it deserves and has the support of my 
colleagues from farm states, where adequate 
income is of paramount concern. 

Mr. President, the other members of the 
Agriculture Committee and I met yester
day with John Dunlop, the Director of the 
Cost of Living Council. But while he agreed 
with the action the cosponsors of this 
amendment and I suggest, he said the ad
ministration would not act until the middle 
of July. 

Mr. President, we cannot wait that long 
for the administration to act. And so, I urge 
that we pass this amendment today. 

The PREsiDING OFFICER (Mr. HUDDLESTON). 
All remaining time having been yielded back, 
the question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. McGovERN). On this question, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered. and the clerk 
:will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called the 
roll. 

Mr. RoBERT C. BYRD. I announce that the 
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), is 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator from 
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON) is absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNis) is absent because 
of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Washington (Mr. 
MAGNUSON) would vote "yea." 

Mr. ScoTT of Pennsylvania. I announce that 
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN), 
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE), and the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. TowER) are detained 
on official business. 

The result was announced-yeas, 90, nays 4, 
as follows: 

(No. 301 Leg.] 
YEA8-90 

Abourezk, Aiken, Allen, Baker, Bartlett, 
Bayh, Beall, Belltnon, Bennett, Bentsen, 
Bible, Biden, Brock, Brooke, Buckley, Bur
dick, Byrd, Harry F., Byrd, Robert C., Cannon, 
Chiles, Church, Clark, Cook, Cotton, Crans
ton, Curtis, Dole, Domenici, Dominick, Eagle~ 
ton. 

Eastland, Ervin, Fannin, Fong, Fulbright, 
Goldwater, Gravel, Gurney, Hansen, Hart, 
Hartke, Haskell, Hatfield, Hathaway, Helms, 
Hollings, Hruska, Huddleston, Hughes, Hum~ 
phrey, Inouye, Jackson, Johnston, Kennedy, 
Long, Mansfield, Mathias, McClellan, Me~ 
Clure, McGee, McGovern. 

Mcintyre, Metcalf, Monda.le, Montoya., Moss, 
Muskie, Nelson, Nunn, Packwood, Pastore, 
Pearson, Pell, Percy, Proxmire, Randolph, 
Roth, Schweiker~ Scott, Pa., Scott, Va., Staf
ford, Stevenson, Symington, Taft, Talmadge, 
Thurmond, Tunney, Weicker, Williams, 
Young. 

NAY8--4 
Case, Javits, Ribico1f, Stevens. 

NOT VOTING-6 
Griffin, Magnuson, Saxbe, Sparkman, Sten

nis, Tower. 
So Mr. McGoVERN's amendment was agreed 

to. 

NUCLEAR ENERGY 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the 

June 1973 issue of Government Execu
tive magazine carried an excellent article 
outlining the con:fticting and varied de
mands which must be met by the Atomic 
Energy Commission. The article points 
out the difficult task of the AEC: 

It is hard to think of another Government 
agency that sits so clearly caught in a cross
fire between public worry over economics
in this case, of an energy crisis-on the one 
hand and public fears over environmental 
protection on the other. 

The article is particularly illuminating 
about the superb job being done by AEC's 
Director of Regulation, L. Manning 
Muntzing, in promulgating and executing 
effective regulations covering the con
struction and safe operation of atomic 
energy powerplants. I commend this re
port to my colleagues and ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AEC UNDER PRESSURE 
~arely a decade ago, if the Atomic Energy 

Commission's (AEC) regulatory staff issued 
one decision on a nuclear power plant con
struction application per year and had one or 
two more pending, that was a big activity. 
Not any more. 

Just since 1966, when only some 20 nuclear 
power plants were licensed to operate and/or 
be built, AEC's regulatory function has lit
erally exploded in scope and volume. At year
end 1972, for instance, 27 nuclear electric 
generating units were AEC-licensed to oper
ate a.t full or partial power; 55 were in vari
ous stages of construction or in the review 
process for operating licenses; and 34 other 
proposed units were under review for con
struction permits. Projecting, among other 
things, the more-than-40 nuclear reactor
generators currently on order by public utili
ties but not yet under AEC licensing review, 
the regulatory staff anticipates its "unit 
workload" to climb from that 116 to 1'71 or 
possibly more by the end of Fiscal Year 1974. 

Thus, in budget hearings this Spring, AEC 
Director of Regulation L. Manning Muntzing 
asked the Joint ComJ:!Uttee on Atomic Energy 
for $54.5 million in FY74, a. jump of $15.2 
million or 39 % over his FY73 budget. His re
quest calls for an increase to 1393 (compared 
to 879 in FY72) in full-time regulatory staff 
employees. Though three key functions, viz. 
Development of Regulatory Standards, In
spection and Enforcement, and Management 
Support, all seek more funding, the fourth, 
Licensing, will require nearly half ($25.6 mil
lion) the funds requested-a jump of 39% 
over the licensing budget for FY73 and more 
than twice the licensing expenditures ($12.6 
million) for FY72. 

But numbers hardly begin to describe the 
growth in complexity and controversy o! 
AEC's regulatory responsibility for the pub
lic and private use of nuclear materials and 
facilities. It is hard to think of another Gov
ernment agency that_ sits so clearly caught in 
a crossfire between public worry over eco
nomics-in this case, of an energy crisis-on 
the one hand and public fears over environ~ 
mental protection on the other. 

Typically, in one recent exchange, it was 
hit: 
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By Ralph Nader and a self-styled Union of 
Concerned Scientists that it had "vetoed the 
AEC's own safety experts and sided with the 
industry by proposing (new) safety stand
ards with glaring inadequacies (but) which 
will not interfere with reactor licensing." 
The charge, Muntzing told Government Ex
ectttive succinctly, "is technologically not 
supportable." 

By industrialists at an association meeting 
in Washington that, in view of today's "gen
uine crisis in energy," where the inventory 
of nuclear power plants today "is where it 
should have been 10 years ago; and would be 
were it not for AEC hypersensitivity to un
informed Public criticism." Muntzing has 
heard that before. Said he in November, 1971, 
a month after he was appointed to his pres
ent post, "The AEC is here to serve the pub
lic interest as a whole. Its purpose is to 
achieve and enforce public goals. To be spe
cific, the AEC's primary role is to regulate 
light-water nuclear power reactors, not to 
promote them..-• 

In sum, the Regulatory mission is "to en
sure that activities involving nuclear ma
terials and facilities are conducted in a man
ner which will protect public health and 
safety, preserve environmental quality, and 
maintain national security." 

EXPERIENCED SOME "BLOWDOWNS" 

How well they've done so far is on the rec
ord. Not since the first use of a nuclear re
actor to generate electrical energy has any 
public utility employee or member of the 
Public been injured by the failure of a re
actor and the accidental release of radio
activity-an amazing record in an advancing, 
high-technology industry. Notes Muntzing, 
"Probably the worst thing we can say we've 
experienced are some •blowdowns,' " i .e., the 
unplanned escape of reactor coolant because 
the safety valves, after opening as they 
should, failed to close. 

Pointedly, a s~fety projection by AEC, 
based on · present and predictable future 
safety requirements, shows that by the year 
2000, when some 1,000 nuclear power plants 
are expected to be in operation, the likeli
hood of a catastrophic accident occurring are 
predicted to be one chance in 100 billion 
per year. 

As to the radioactivity permissable in rou
tine reactor .discharges, Muntzing says the 
standard is "as low as practicable" which, 
he says, -means "as low as practically achiev
able, taking into account the state of the 
technology and the cost of improvements in 
relation to their benefits." That translates 
into saying that, in general, the annual ex
posure of individuals will be about one per
cent of the limits set forth in Federal radia
tion protection guidelines; or, in essence, the 
equivalent of the natural radioactive ex
posure a person would receive in a round 
trip airline flight between Washington, D.C., 
and San Francisco. 

The industry says that is excessively 
severe; but says Muntzing, "Where the tech
nology to achieve (those standards) is avail
able, (the uncertainties) should be resolved 
in favor of the public." His objective: "We 
have a very tough regulatory program. We 
want to be fair but we will be firm, too." 

Specifically, AEC regulations build into 
nuclear power plant operation three levels of 
defense: 

1-A primary level which, in simplest terms, 
means seeing that everything in the system, 
thick walls, redundant controls, etc., is de
signed and built to----.and does-work right; 

2-A secondary level of defenses which as
sumes even if it is built right, the plant will 
have an "early alarm" system, with back-up 
systems, to shut down the plant in case some
thing doesn't work right anyway; 

3-A third level which postulates that even 
beyond the first two levels it is hypotheti
cally possible to have a failure of several 
redundant protective systems simultaneously 

with the accident they are intended to con
trol. Thus, the third level demands plant 
features and equipment, such as emergency 
core cooling systems (ECCS) and contain
ment structures to further protect public 
health and safety. 

Maintaining and improving that "defense
in-depth" is an endless effort involving thou
sands of man-hours of continual study, re
search, and data gathering both from plants 
in operation and from industry and AEC 
research and development programs-and 
change in the regulations to adjust to the 
new knowledge. And even beyond that, says 
Muntzing, "we'll listen very carefully to any
one who feels there is a problem-just to 
make sure we haven't overlooked anything." 

Best recent example: the regulatory staff 
received, from what turned out to be a 
disgruntled industry employee, an anony
mous letter complaining that pipes at one 
nuclear site were in the wrong location. They 
rechecked every plant and plans for proposed 
plants in the entire inventory to be sure 
there wa~ no problem, or to require correc
tions where problems did exist. 

sums up Muntzing, "We are very sensitive 
because we are determined to listen to every 
point of view, though," he adds, "sometimes 
a point of view has more emotion in it than 
technical contribution to make." 

Nor, as anti-nuclear power crit ics often 
suggest, does the regulatory staff work behind 
closed doors. "We operate in the context of 
public hearings," says Muntzing. "It is man
datory on a construction permit request and 
at the public's option on an operating li
cense." Moreover, they will voluntarily re
lease to any "intervenor," as these public 
inquirers and/ or objectors are called, internal 
AEC memoranda dealing with any problem 
being raised, as well as make available AEC 
or AEC laboratory personnel requested for 
questioning by an " intervenor." 

But one thing all that openness does mean 
is that a contested hearing is the rule rather 
than the exception-which serves largely just 
to add to the regulatory staff's legal and tech
nical workload. But there is more. On top of 
the sheer volume increase in construction 
and operating license applications, is the re
quirement that AEC must continue even 
after that to inspect power plants for regu
lation compliance throughout their operat
ing life. On top of the public hearings con
cerning plant safety, the staff must prepare 
draft and final reports on the environmental 
impact of both operating and proposed new 
plants. 

This task, under the National Environ
men tal Protection Act, was laid on the AEC 
regulatory staff by the famed (or infamous, 
as the viewpoint may be) Calvert Cliffs 
(named after a plant going in near Baltimore, 
Md.) decision. Rendered in mid-1971, it 
caught the staff largely unprepared and they 
are only now beginning to work themselves 
out from under the burden of doing some 60 
environmental-impact studies right away, let 
alone getting on schedule with the rising 
volume of new site applicants. 

TRADEOFFS TO BE EVALUATED 

Of their track record to date on the en
vironmental side, Muntzing thinks "The pub
lic is satisfied generally with the routine 
operation of the plants. There is virtually no 
air pollution, and when necessary, alterna
tive means to control thermal pollution have 
been incorporated." But, he suggests, more 
work needs to be done to evaluate just how 
much heat pollution a receiving body of 
water can afford to accept above its ambient 
nature temperature. 

"There are tradeoffs that have to be evalu
ated," he said. "Cooling towers control the 
thermal pollution problem but they evaporate 
water, a problem if water is scarce." In one 
plant location a court-imposed restriction 
resulted in "thousands of acres of land being 
torn up to recycle water to avoid heating 

some 50 acres of water in a bay." Muntzing's 
point: "It is possible to create some problems 
worse than the one to be solved." 

The builders and buyers of nuclear power 
plants are less patient about such things. 
Officials among the major nuclear reactor 
builders (Westinghouse, General Electric, 
Babcock & Wilcox, Combustion Engineering, 
Gulf General Atomic) and hosts of public 
utilit ies claim all this public outcry not o~
has ballooned the initial capital cost of nu
clear power plants, but is largely uninformed 
and unwarranted. 

Though they are almost all privately angry, 
one, West inghouse Electric Corp. Chairman 
Don Burnham, summed up the complaint in 
public recently. Said he: "It is inconceivable 
that the opposition of a relatively few people 
could be permitted to halt or even slow down 
progress in nuclear power which represents 
man's greatest resource for meeting his fu
ture energy needs and one of his most effec
tive tools in the fight against air pollu
tion .... 

"If those misguided opponents of nuclear 
energy should be successful in blocking its 
application at this time when our N.ation is 
facing a genuine crisis in energy, the Nation 
would suffer a setback of major proportions." 

Fending off industry's complaints to over
ride these "misguided opponents" and get on 
with the program is only one of Muntzing's 
problems with the industry. Another: "We 
are just beginning to get into anti-trust 
problems, primarily holding hearings on mat
ters of the relationship with small public 
utilities which want to buy power at a com
petitive price." (Though nuclear plants coat 
more to install, they have a lower operating 
cost over the life of the plant--that, plus fuel 
av.a.ilability, being the major reasons the big 
public utilities, which can atrord the down
payment, buy them.) 

Still another industry growl: AEC's an
nounced plan to raise its license fees. In
dicative of the range: a construction permit 
fee would increase from $300,000 to $760,000; 
an operating license fee from $410,000 to 
$805,000; the .annual fee from $36,000 to 
$195,000. 

The new rates will produce an estimated 
$32 million in FY 1974. Charged to cover ex
penses in connection with handling license 
applications and inspections, the raises are 
designed to get the system around to being 
self-sufficient. Says Muntzing. "We believe 
since the licensee is getting the benefit from 
the license, he ought to pay at least the cost 
associated with his plant or activity." 

But the one complaint of the industry most 
prevalent in the past is the one Muntzing 
feels he has just about brought under con
trol, i.e., the too-long lapse of time between 
permit application .and AEC approval. More 
pointedly, notes one industrialist, AEC's reg
ulatory function was in a hole and going 
nowhere. "Now it looks as though it's turned 
around." Specifically, out of the average 8-10 
years from concept to start of operation to 
put a plant in, as much as 48 months was 
consumed from the time application was filed 
until it produced a license. 

In the construction permit phase, for in
stance, as late .as 1970, the safety review 
alone, on the average took 23 months, but 
has been whittled down to an average 15 
months in 1973. Though the report on it, in 
each applicant case, is often bigger than the 
1.5-inch or so detailed report on environ
mental impact. Muntzing's objective is that 
" the t ime taken needs to be compressed. It 
must be, which results in the need for addi
tional people." 

He acknowledges, "There is no doubt, in 
t he short term, plants have endured delays. 
AEC bears part of the responsibility, but 
t here have been construction delays, too, 
and component parts not delivered on time." 
His goal in months: to compress the review 
t ime on valid applications to a maximum 12 
months. Performance to date: "We're look-
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lng at several requests that may miss by two
three months," a. far cry from the past, but 
"we're not w1lling 1n the future to accept 
even that kind of miss." 

THE CHARGE IS NOT SUPPORTABLE 

One help: a. standardization program which 
includes AEC's announced intention not to 
accept any application for a plant in excess 
of a 1300 megawatt elect rical power range. 
(Sixty megawatt plants were initially the 
usual size proposed for construction; today, 
most requests are in the 800-1000 megawatt 
range.) . 

Another standardization help: develop
ment of standard application forms and of 
standardiz&l Siting Criteria for Nuclear Pow
er Plants. A third help: increased staff
though achieving that buildup 1s not an easy 
task. To get 25 professional employees, AEC 
screens an average 400 applicants for the 
regulatory staff, interviews from those some 
100 candidates. 

Finally, just as "We have never approved 
an application as submitted, but in every 
case have insisted on changes ranging from 
improved seismic protection, environmental 
and safety protection, etc.," so the regula
tory staff "does not recall ever having re
ceived a single application in the past that 
was complete, adequate and up-to-date." 
That charge Muntzing levelled in 1971. 

Added he, pointedly, "If it is clear that a. 
real effort has not been made to provide the 
information that we obviously need, we will 
not accept the application. Industry starts 
the ball rolling in this game. We cannot 
carry the ball and make good headway if 
applicants fumble it each time they file a 
licensing application." 

Apparently such lectures helred. Munt
zing's promise today: "We intend to make a. 
licensing decision at substantially the same 
time the plant is finished. If the construc
tion capabilities of the utilities can be in
creased, the regulatory function will keep 
up." 

Keeping up wm not mean just running in 
place. Says Muntzing, himself, "In 1962, it 
was }>redicted that by 1980 seven percent of 
the Nation's electrical energy would be sup
plied by nuclear power. Today, the Federal 
Power Commission predicts that electrical 
energy demand will double by 1980 (to 3,200 
million megawatt hours) and double again 
by 1990. 

"Their projections call for nuclear power, 
which in 1970 supplied 1.4 % of the Nation's 
electrical power generation, to supply 28% 
1n 1980 and 49.3 % in 1990." 

THE 20TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
AMERICAN POLITICAL SCIENCE 
ASSOCIATION'S CONGRESSIONAL 
FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, this 

year we observe the 20th anniversary of 
the highly successful congressional fel
lowship program. I wish to exPress 
thanks and appreciation-in which I 
know many Senators join-to the 44 con
gressional fellows who are just now com
pleting their year in the Congress and 
to the American Political Science Asso
ciation for sponsoring this outstanding 
program in education and public service. 

I know most Members of this body are 
thoroughly familiar with the congres
sional fellowship program. It began in 
1953-54 with a grant from the Edgar B. 
Stern Family Fund of New Orleans. Its 
purpose was to bring outstanding young 
political scientists and political journal
ists to work with us in Congress and 
thereby develop greater knowledge of 
the legislative process. 

Since that time, the composition of 
the program has become increasingly di
versified. In addition to the political sci
entists and journalists, it now includes 
law professors, Federal civil service em
ployees from both domestic and foreign 
affairs agencies, foreign fellows from 
Asia and Western Europe, as well as 
academics from other science disciplines. 
Moreover, the program will soon include 
young medical doctors in a special health 
policy section. 

The benefits to these highly talented 
individuals and to the Congress are sub
stantial. On the basis of their experiences 
in the program, congressional fellows 
have contributed in very important ways 
to the public understanding of Congress. 
Alumni of the program include univer
sity presidents, vice presidents, deans, 
department chairmen and professors; 
newspaper and magazine editors, col
umnists and reporters; federal bureau
crats, a number at supergrade and as
sistant secretary levels; congressional 
committee and office staff; and founda
tion and business executives. Well over 
300 books and articles, to say nothing of 
countless newspaper items, have been 
produced largely as a result of the fel
lowship experience. 

At the same time, congressional fellows 
have made substantial contributions as 
staff members in the various offices and 
committees in which they have served. 
During the past two decades, 86 Senators 
and 43 Senate committees and subcom
mittees have enjoyed the fresh perspec
tives and skilled work of congressional 
fellows. Some, like myself, have had con
gressional fellows in their offices virtually 
every year since 1953. Obviously, this is 
an arrangement in which everyone bene
fits. 

The outstanding success of this pro
gram is due in no small part to the in
dependent financial support it has been 
accorded by private foundations and cor
porations over the past 20 years. Funded 
initially by the Edgar Stern Family Fund 
of New Orleans and subsequently in large 
part by the Ford Foundation, the pro
gram has received additional contribu
tions from the Courier-Journal and Lou
isville Times Foundation, the New York 
Times Foundation, the Shinner Foun
dation, the Poynter Fund, the Revlon 
Foundation, the Bush Foundation, the 
Joseph E. Davies Foundation, and the 
Helen Dwight Reid Foundation. 

Mr. President, I think we owe these 
foundations a sincere expression of 
thanks for providing the financial re
sources which makes it possible for us 
to have the services of the fellows for 
a session of Congress. I know I speak for 
this entire body in urging the private 
sector to continue its support of this truly 
exemplary program into the next decade. 

Dr. Evron Kirkpatrick, the executive 
director of the American Political Sci
ence Association-and, I might add, a 
fellow Minnesotan, a former professor 
of mine at the University of Minnesota, 
and a very dear and close friend; and 
the entire staff of the APSA are to be 
congratulated for their fine direction and 
administration of this program. Over 
the past 20 years, they have afforded a 
truly unique opportunity to 571 fellows 

and over 300 congressional offices. The 
American Political Science Association 
has our congratulations and apprecia
tion for a job well done. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, today 
marks the 20th anniversary of the Amer
ican Political Science Association's con
gressional fellowship program. I am 
pleased to join my colleagues in express
ing support for this excellent program, 
and in wishing it as much success in the 
future as it has had in the past. 

The Congress is presently the center 
of a crisis in our Government. As it 
gropes for its proper role, it is vital to 
the health of the Government that more 
of our citizens, both L'l and out of Gov
ernment, understand how Congress 
works as an institution. Only with that 
understanding, can there be a sympathy 
for and confidence in the operation of 
our Government. 

The congressional fellowship program 
fills the need for understanding of and 
knowledge about the institution in two 
ways: It offers persons employed in exec
utive agencies the opportunity to learn 
for themselves about the Congress with 
which many of them work on a daily ba
sis; and it provides the opportunity to 
persons teaching about government to 
gain the experience in the ways of the 
Congress at first hand. In both ways it 
expands understanding of Congress, 
through the better functioning of gov
ernment and through the students of 
teachers who have been through the pro
gram. 

There is, of course, another important 
effect of the program-one which is sig
nificant to those of us in the Senate and 
the House who have worked with the 
program. It offers an important source 
of competent staff. Every year, some of 
those who are in the program stay on in 
one staff capacity or another, the oppor
tunity for doing so having risen through 
their participation in the program. 

Every year that I have been in the 
Senate, I have offered the opportunity 
to a participant in the program to spend 
their stint on the Senate side in my of
fice. In every year, save one, there has 
been a congressional fellow in my office. 
I hope their experiences have been as re
warding for them as their contributions 
have been to me. Among the projects 
on which fellows have worked are the 
following: 

Organization of my participation in 
"Earth Day"; 

Preparation of the "fair warning" 
amendment to the automobile safety 
legislation; 

Work on HELP legislation; 
Service as press assistant; 
Preparation of subcommittee hearings 

on State taxation of interstate com
merce; and 

Development of clear lakes legislation. 
Naturally, my omce is as crowded and 

busy as other Senate offices. I want to 
express my appreciation to those fellows 
who have braved the noise and lack of 
space to contribute to the work product 
of my office. 

To the rest of the Senate, I recommend 
the program. It is an important contribu
tion in these days of big government. I 
will continue to support it as I have in 
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the past; and hope · for many nwre suc
cessful years for the program. 

Mr. PACKWOOD . . Mr. -President, it 
gives me great pleasure today to join with 
many of my colleagues in saluting the 
20th anniversary of the congressionalfel
lowship program. As most of my col
leagues know, this program has brought 
more than 500 young political scientists, 
journalists, and Federal agency execu
tives into various congressional offices. 
The program gives these future leaders 
of our country a firsthand look at the 
legislative process and an opportunity to 
study it in depth. I c,pplaud this effort 
because I believe firmly that greater mu
tual understanding among Congress, the 
executive branch, the press, and the aca
demic community can only work to the 
ultimate benefit of us all. 

Of equal importance to the knowledge 
and experience gained by the fellows in 
Congress, is the expertise and assistance 
they bring to us. I have been privileged 
to have three congressional fellows in my 
office, and without exception they have 
been thoroughly professional, unusually 
able, and a definite asset to me in ac
complishing my legislative tasks. All 
three-Mr. Paul Vander Myde, Mr. Clay 
Peters, and Mrs. Patricia Taylor-have 
served with distinction, and I feel sure 
that their high qualifications are typical 
of the congressional fellows as a group. 
Certainly the subsequent success of many 
of these people in their chosen fields tes
tifies to their abilities. 

Again, Mr. President, it gives me great 
pleasure to be on record with my admira
tion for the congressional fellowship pro
gram. I believe it has more than proved 
its worth and I strongly support its con
tinuation. There is n{) better investment 
that we can make in America's future 
than to insure that promising young 
leaders have the best possible under
standing of the legislative process-with 
all of its problems, frustrations, and 
triumphs. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I would 
like to join many of my colleagues in 
giving recognition to the 20th anniver
sary of the congressional fellowship pro
gram sponsored by the American Politi
cal Science Association. 

I have participated in the program for 
several years now, and my office has ben
efited from the fresh perspectives and 
skilled work of the congressional fellows 
who have worked with me. At the same 
time, I am hopeful that my office has 
provided the fellows with a good first
hand view of the operation of the Senate 
a.nd the particular role of Alaska in the 
Union. 

I would like to acknowledge the sub
stantial contributions to important issues 
made by the fellows who have worked in 
my office. 

Mr. Ed Westen, a political science, 
APSA congressional fellow, was the first 
fellow who introduced me to the pro
gram. He assisted my office with incisive 
research into coastal and continental 
shelf jurisdiction. 

Bureau of Indian Affairs APSA fel
low Dr. Richard Keating worked on a 
wide range of social issues and made val
uable follow-up studies on the implemen
tation of the Alaska Native Land Claims 
Settlement Act. He also assisted with the 

administration and management of -my 
office.-

Department of Navy APSA fellow Paul 
Newton investigated the initiation of 
trade between Alaska and the people's 
Republic of China. I am hopeful his work 
will yet bear fruit as relations between 
our countries improve due to President 
Nixon's detente policies. 

Mr. -carl Bogar, APSA congressional 
fellow from the General Accounting 
Office, is presently working in my office. 
He has provided much in-depth research 
on multi-faceted aspects of the energy 
crisis and the trans-Alaska pipeline 
project. 

I am pleased to make it a matter of 
record that the APSA fellows with whom 
I have been associated have added to 
both the quantity and quality of the work 
performed in my office. Each of the fel
lows has brought his own special exper
tise to bear on the various matters on 
which he worked to the mutual benefit 
of the Congress, the sponsors and them
selves. 

I assume my experience with the APSA 
congressional fellowship program is in
dicative of the general reaction of Mem
bers of Congress who have participated 
in the program. Recognition today of 
APSA's 20th anniversary is a deserving 
tribute to the fellows who have insured 
that the welcome mat will be out for 
fellows who will follow in the program. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, in 
1953, a program was established which 
was designed to equip outstanding young 
political scientists, journalists, and Fed
eral agency executives with a better un
derstanding of the national legislative 
process. This program, known as the 
congressional fellowship program, has 
subsequently provided some 571 fellows 
a firsthand view of the Congress 
through an intensive orientation com
bined with internship assignments in the 
House and Senate. 

Today marks the 20th anniversary of 
the congressional fellowship program, 
and as a former member of the advisory 
council for the program, I wanted to 
take this opportunity to provide some 
recognition to this program which en
joys such an excellent reputation among 
Congressmen, executive agency officials, 
and members of the press. I personally 
have welcomed a number of fellows onto 
my staff in my 11 years in the Senate, 
the most recent of whom completed his 
internship in my office in May of this 
year. The mixtures of their responsibili
ties have varied, but their work has 
typically been highly professional and 
valued by myself and my staff. 

The success of the program has been 
attested to many times, the most recent 
occurrence involving the Speaker of the 
House, the minority leader, and 58 Con
gressmen. They stated that the program 
had been one of the most productive and 
useful educational programs in the Con. 
gress, and had provided mutual benefits 
to both the Congressmen and the fellows. 
They stated further that the better un
derstanding of congressional operations 
by future leaders in the executive branch, 
the academic community, and journal
ism had contributed in a most positive 
way to public information and discus-

sion of the important issues facing Con~ 
gress. -

Mr. President, I believe the first 20 
years of the congressional fellowship 
program has resulted in the upgrading of 
teaching and research, political report
ing, congressional staffing, and executive 
administration. I hope the directors of 
the program will continue to provide the 
Members of the Congress with high
caliber young men and women so as to 
insure the continued success of this truly 
beneficial program. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I am de
lighted to join my colleagues today on 
the occasion of the 20th anniversary of 
the congressional fellowship program. 
The program has had my strongest sup
port since I began my term in the Sen
ate. It has proved to be a valuable pro~ 
gram-valuable to the individual young 
journalists, political scientists, and Fed
eral agency executives who participate in 
it as well as valuable to the offices of the 
Senators and Congressmen who offer the 
internships. 

Each of the three fellows who have 
worked in my office -exhibited a sincere 
willingness to learn as well as contribute. 
Ours wa.s, I feel, a relationship of mu
tual learning. Every intern, I believe, at
tained a clearer understanding of our 
political system and particularly our 
legislative process, and I myself, as well 
as members of my personal staff, have 
benefited enormously from the fresh 
perspectives and skilled work of our fel
lows. I might point out also that each 
participant is so highly qualified it en
abled our office to utilize tremendous ex
pertise without any additional cost to 
our operating budget-and to a fresh
man Senator from a populous State like 
Florida, this is also an important con
sideration. 

I am delighted to take this opportu
nity to let my Senate colleagues know of 
my own good experiences with this pro
gram. I consider the congressional fel
lowship program to be a superior one
a truly outstanding mechanism for im
proving understanding of Congress and 
for involving a valuable exchange of 
very talented people. And I look forward 
to having another intern in my office 
soon. 

Mr. · MOSS. Mr. President, in all, six 
congressional fellows from the American 
Political Science Association have served 
on my Senate staff. All have given us 
excellent assistance-and some of them 
have been truly superlative in their fields. 

The men and women who have served, 
the years in which they served, and their 
sponsors are as follows: 1962, John Lim, 
Korean, from Asian Foundation; 1969, 
John Hawley, University of Tulsa; 1970, 
Stephen R. Weidman, Internal Revenue 
Service; 1970, Carla L. Rethmeyer, CIA; 
1971, Michael Alonge, New York Daily 
News; and 1973, Jim Russell, Environ
mental Protection Agency. Each of these 
people made a special contribution based 
upon his individual talents and expertise. 
John Lim gave us some valuable think
ing on foreign relations, and I believe 
returned to his native Korea to serve in 
its diplomatic corps. The last I heard of 
him he was a popular ambassador from 
his country to Kenya. 

. 
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Jon Hawley worked directly and most 

effectively with my staff on some of my 
own bills, including measures to estab
lish three national parks in Utah. He also 
helped develop and worked on a consti
tutional amendment I introduced to re
form the electoral process for choosing 
the President and Members of Congress. 

I understand that Jon is now serving 
as legislative assistant to Congressman 
GUY VANDER JAGT, of Michigan, and Will 
soon publish a book entitled "To Be a 
Congressman-The Promise and the 
Power." 

Steve Weidman did an exhaustive re
search job on crime and its causes which 
was the basis of many statements and 
speeches I made on this subject. He was 
also an "idea man" for some legislation 
in the tax field. 

Carla Rethmeyer proved to be one of 
the best research people I have ever had 
on my staff, as well as a good writer. She 
became an expert on several bills be
fore the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee, including the complex wage 
board bill, and on a number of other 
issues. 

Michael Alonge came to my office from 
the New York Daily News, and he was 
able to help immensely with press work. 
He also worked on several bills. 

Jim Russell left the staff only a short 
time ago to serve the remainder of his 
fellowship year with my colleague, Con
gressman WAYNE OWENS, of Utah. Jim 
gave us what was probably the most pen
etrating comments and guidance on en
vironmental issues which we have ever 
received. His knowledge in this field was 
invaluable, and we are still missing him. 

I join with my colleagues today in 
praising the work of the American Po
litical Science Association in the congres
sional fellowship program, and in thank
ing them for making available to my of
fice the services of the six skilled and tal
ented men and women. They gave to both 
me and my staff new perspectives on a 
number of issues. They helped us carry 
our immense workload with deeper and 
better research on many problems. I hope 
this highly successful program will con
tinue, and that my office can be the bene
ficiary of the services of many American 
Political Science Association fellows in 
the future. 

Mr. PRO:XMffiE. Mr. President, 20 
years ago the American Political Science 
Association began a then unique experi
ment in participatory politics. The As
sociation initia .. .ed a congressional fel
lowship program with an enrollment of 
six political scientists and journalists. 
The idea was to give these young people, 
who would be teaching or writing about 
politics for most of their adult lives, an 
opportunity to see firsthand what made 
the legislative branch tick by serving in 
congressional offices. 

That was only the beginning. Now 44 
congressional fellows participate in the 
program, including career civil servants, 
and Asian fellows. In early November 
these highly qualified men and women, 
selected through a rigorous screening 
process, assemble in Washington for an 
orientation period, including many 
seminars with prominent figures from 
all three branches of our Government as 

well as established lobbyists, journalists, 
lawyers, and so forth. In early January 
they start the first of two assignments
serving 4 ~ months in the House and 
4~ months in the Senate. 

I have been fortunate enough to have 
a number of congressional fellows on my 
staff. One ex-fellow returned and now 
serves as one of my legislative assistants. 
Another is a constant source of help as 
one of the Banking Committee's ablest 
staff men. And my story could be re
peated dozens of times by other Members 
of Congress. 

But the primary benefit of this pro
gram is not the training of fellows for 
permanent work on the Hill. The primary 
benefit is the creation of a large number 
of professors, newspapermen, civil serv
ants, and foreign leaders who know how 
the Congress works from the inside. 
These ex-fellows are in a much better 
position to understand what the Con
gress does and explain it to others than 
they would have been without their Hill 
experience. 

Today I want to salute the American 
Political Science Association and its con
gressional fellowship program on the oc
casion of the program's 20th anniver
sary. It has set the pattern for many 
other programs that have sprung up in 
its wake. But it is an original. It fulfills 
a real need. It continues to make a vital 
contribution to the understanding of 
politics. I wish the program 20 more 
years of uninterrupted and vigorous 
success. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, it has 
been my privilege over the years to have 
in my office various members of the con
gressional fellowship program of the 
American Political Science Association. 

These experienced and skilled young 
men have made a tremendous contribu
tion to my office. They have performed 
services that would challenge my most 
experienced staff members. Some have 
become specialists in special legislative 
programs. Others have assisted in all the 
myriad ways that come up in every 
congressional office. In every case their 
contribution has helped me in carrying 
out my duties and I hope each of them 
has departed with a greater knowledge 
of Congress as it really works. The men 
who have served part of their intern
ship in my office follows together with 
their present positions. 

They have returned from time to time 
to advise and consult. They have always 
been helpful. 

The names of the interns are: 
L. Boyd Finch, Deputy Director for South

east Asia Area-National Park Service. 
Charles E. Young, Chancellor of UCLA. 
Luther J. Carter, Reporter, Science Maga-

zine. · 
Richard Warden, Assistant Legislative Di

rector, United Auto Workers. 
James F. Hoge, Jr., Editor, Chicago Sun 

Times. 
Marvin G. Weinbaum, Professor, Uni

versity of Illinois. 
Robert 0. Blanchard, Chairman, Depart

ment of Communications, American Univer
sity. 

Donald W. Robinson, Editor, Register 
Guard, Eugene, Oregon. 

Bahukutumbi Raghavan, Deputy Secretary, 
Ministry of Home Affairs, New Delhi, India. 

Mervin K. StrJ,ckler, Jr., Chief, Aviation 
Education Programs, ·nivision of FAA. 

David R. Mayhew, Professor at Yale Uni
versity. 

Paul G. Hayes, Reporter, environmental re
porter, Milwaukee Journal. 

David M. McNeely, Reporter, Dallas Morn
ing News. 

John W. Caldwell, U.S. Patent Office. 
Gordon W. Dean, Bureau of Mines, De

partment of Interior as of 1970. 
Alfred C. Franklin, Special Subcommittee 

on Education, U.S. House of Representa
tives. 

Stephen E. Ponder, Staff of Congressman 
LlOY.d Meeds (Wash.). 

Leonce A. Cambre, Forest Service. 
Jerry German, Staff of Congressman Lloyd 

Meeds, Under the APSA Fellowship Program. 
Richard P. Conlon, Staff Director, Demo

cratic Study Group. 
Samuel W. Bowlin, Assistant for Legisla

tive Affairs, International Division, General 
Accounting Office. 

George A. Trail, III, American Consul in 
Kaduna, Nigeria, Africa. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
is there further morning business? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further morning business? 
If not, morning business is concluded. 

EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT AMEND
MENTS OF 1973 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore <Mr. ALLEN). At this time, in ac
cordance with the previous order, the 
Chair lays before the Senate S. 1560, 
which the clerk will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The bill (S. 1560) to extend the Emergency 
Employment Act of 1971, to provide public 
service employment for disadvantaged and 
long-term unemployed persons, and for other 
purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
with an amendment to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 

That this Act may be cited as the "Emer
gency Employment Amendments of 1973". 

AUTHORIZED APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 2. (a) Section 5(a) of the Emergency 
Employment Act of 1971 is amended by strik
ing out "and $1,000,000,000" and inserting in 
lieu thereof $1,000,000,000 each" and by in
serting before the period at the end thereof 
a comma and the following: "and for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and such 
sums as may be necessary for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1975". 

(b) Section 6(a) of such Act is amended in 
the second sentence thereof by striking out 
"for the succeeding fiscal year" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "for the two succeeding fiscal 
years, and such sums as may be necessary for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975". 

Mr.- ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the al:isence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 
· Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the legis
lation now before the Senate, S. 1560, the 
Emergency Employment Amendments of 
1973 would extend this successful job 
creahon program for 2 additional years, 
and focus it more sharply on unemployed 
Vietnam veterans, the poor, and the long
term unemployed. 

While the overall budget--as proposed 
by the administration-will increase by 
some $19 billion between 1973 and 19.74, 
this legislation proposes to hold the lme 
on spending: the bill authorizes precisely 
the same amount for fiscal year 1974 as 
was appropriated for last year-$1.25 bil
lion. 

VETERANS 

Everyone agrees that the Nation owes 
a debt of honor to those who serve in time 
of war. Especially to those who were 
drafted and asked to face the possibility 
of death or dismemberment. Everyone 
agrees on principle. But we are falling 
down on the job. The incredibly high un
employment rate-10.5 percent--for 
young veterans proves this fact. 

Veterans coming back from World War 
II got better treatment. The Nation wel
comed them with open arms. Gen. Omar 
Bradley headed the Veterans' Adm~is
tration. The GI bill covered full tuitiOn 
and gave each man $75 a month, equiva
lent to 35 percent of the average monthly 
wage. Now the GI bill does not pay tui
tion at all. It provides more money-$220 
a month-but that is only barely enough 
to cover the average private college tui
tion of $1,900 a year. And even at State 
colleges it leaves enough left over to equal 
only about a sixth of the average wage. 

In addition, the unemployment rates 1n 
the years immediately after World War 
II-3.9 pereent for 1946 and 1947 and 3.8 
percent for 1948--made the job search 
a lot easier. · 

In today's job market--with unem
ployment overa-ll at nearly 5 percent, 
with the GI bill providing much less sub
stantial help for those seeking trainJng, 
and with the Nation sick and tired of 
hearing about the Vietnam war-the vet
eran is in serious trouble. 

The Emergency Employment Act has 
helped substantially. It pays decent 
wages-averaging $2.81 an hour. It pro
vides meaningful work. It would ]·::·· un
fair to the Vietnam ~ar veteran to end 
this program now, as the administration 
asks. It ought to be expanded, and at the 
very least we must continue it at its 
present level. 

BACKGROUND 

The passage of the Emergency Em
ployment Act in 1971 was an historie oc
casion. It marked the recognition by the 
Nation that the Federal Government has 
a responsibility of providing jobs during 
times of high unemployment. Such a pro
gram has been urged strongly for abnost 
a decade by many commissions and ex
perts convinced that the only solution to 
the problem of persistent poverty in 
America is full employment at decent 
pay, and that a major part of the effort 
to achieve fuller employment must be 
through public service employment. 

In his veto message concerning the 

Employment and Manpowe:- Act in De
cember 1970, the President had been 
critical of what he saw as the "dead-end 
jobs in the public sector" which he 
thought that bill would provide. 

Actually the provisions of the Employ
ment and Manpower Act would have tied 
jobs in the public sector very closely to 
training and upgrading programs. 

In any case the veto message went on 
to say: 

Transitional and short-term public em
ployment can be a usef~ component of the 
nation's manpower polic1es . . . 

It was with this language in mind that 
we drafted the Emergency Employment 
Act in January of 1971, to provide for 
transitional jobs dw·ing periods of high 
unemployment. 

In signing the Emergency Employment 
Act on July 12, 1971, the President rec
ognized the value of the legislation. He 
said: 

America needs more jobs, and it needs them 
now. This administration is working to meet 
this need. The Emergency Employment Act 
of 1971 will mean more than 150,000 addi
tional new jobs for our unemployed and our 
underemployed. I am especially pleased that 
our returning veterans will be favored by 
the act, and that those with little or n - job 
training, such as unskille<i youth ~ll also 
have a chance to get jobs through th1s meas
ure. The jobs provided by the act will be 
in the field of public service, in such ::-re~s 
as environment, health, education, publlc 
safety, crime prevention, prisons, t:ansporta
tion, park maintenance, recreat10n, rural 
development, and sanitation. 

A very important feature ... is th the 
jobs will be 'transitional' . . . The employ
ment will be real and steadying; it will not 
be a dead-end entrapment in permanent 
public subsidy .... 

- The results of fully 2 years of experi
ence are now in. And the results are 
overwhelmingly positive. 

The President's own manpower report 
has laid to rest the fear that public serv
ice jobs would not be ''real." In the words 
of the unfortunate veto message on the 
1970 comprehensive manpower bill, the 
administration feared "dead end jobs
that--are not the answer for the men 
and women who have them, for Govern
ment which is less efficient as a result, 
or for the taxpayers who must foot the 
bill." 

The 1973 manpower report of the Pres
ident--released in March-states the 
facts clearly: 

According to recent surveys, the jobs are 
perceived as useful, rather than 'make-work' 
by both the persons holding them and the 
public whom they serve. 

Testimony before the Subcommittee 
on Employment, Poverty, and Migratory 
Labor has praised the emergency em
ployment program in the strongest 
terms. 

Mayor Arthw· J. Holland, of Trenton, 
N.J., testified before the committee in 
these words: 

The EEA of 1971 has been the best pro
gram to come out of Washington in the last 
4 years of those that were intended to meet 
the needs of the cities. This particular pro
gram is the greatest thing that has happened 
to our city in the last several years. 

Mayor Stanley A. Cminch, of Canton, 
Ohio, said: 

The public employment program has been 
a godsend to my own city of Canton. It en
abled my city to meet basic needs that were 
unmet due to lack of dollars. (It) literally 
meant survival for our transit authority and 
it pumped new life into our financially bur
dened library and school system. 

Repeated studies have documented 
that there is an enormous backlog of 
jobs to be done, jobs in the front lines 
of bringing needed services to citizens, 
and jobs that the unemployed can fill 
and perform well. 

Prof. Sar Levitan and Robert Taggart, 
of the George Wshington University 
Center for Manpower Policy Studies, re
port in their "Evaluation of the First 18 
Months of the PEP Program," that--

PEP jobs are similar to those already being 
carried out at the state and local level ..• 
i.e., clerks, typists, guards, maintenance men, 
road crews, repairmen, warehousemen, and 
a few teachers and administrators •.. 

In most cases, the positions were selected 
from those which had been requested by 
various departments in the preceding budget, 
or in a few cases, from among the jobs which 
had been cut back because of limited funds 

· ·I; summary, PEP jobs are probably as 'real' 
as any other state and local employment ..• 

The Emergency Employment Act was 
passed in 1971 to meet the crisis in un
employment. Unemployment stood then 
at 6 percent of the work force, with over 
5 million unemployed. 

The bill itself contains a trigger mech
anism so that the larger part of the pro
gram would come to an end when unem
ployment fell to 4.5 percent of the work 
force. 

Section 6 of the bill would continue 
to provide funds to areas with unem
ployment of over 6 percent. 

In June of this year we had not reach
ed that trigger level, although unemploy
ment fell to below 5 percent for the first 
time in 36 months. And 4.8 million Amer
icans were still unemployed. 

Mr. President, in recognition that the 
employment situation in the Nation as 
a whole has improved since the passage 
of the Emergency Employment Act in 
the summer of 1971, the committee has 
proposed that the act be more sharply 
focused on those most in need of jobs, 
specifically Vietnam veterans, the poor, 
and the long-term unemployed. 

The continued high rates of unem
ployment for young Vietnam war vet
erans is a nationl scandal. 

The overall rate of unemployment for 
these veterans-6 percent with some 
262,000 looking for work in June-is 
se1ious enough. 

But for those 20 to 24 years of age the 
rate of unemployment was even more 
serious: 10.5 in June-up nearly 2 per
cent since May-with 163,000 young vet
erans looking for work. 

For younger black ·veterans, the unem
ployment rate is over 15 percent. 

The Emergency ·Employment Act-
with a potential of about 180,000 jobs a 
year if it operated at the appropriated 
$1.25 billion level-could make a serious 
dent in the unemployment problem of 
these veterans. 

With this in mind, the bill provides for 
all sponsors of public service employment 
programs to prepare plans designed to 
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assure that by the end of fiscal year 1974, 
50 percent of the jobs under the Emer
gency Employment Act will be held by 
veterans. It would, of course, be pos
sible for more of the jobs to go to vet
erans at the discretion of the local com
munities. 

During its 2 years of operation the 
EEA has done well by veterans. Fully 27 
percent of the jobs have been filled by 
Vietnam-era veterans. But we can and 
we must do better. 

For the remaining jobs under the pro
gram we believe it only fair that they 
be reserved for the economically disad
vantaged, and those who have been seek
ing work unsuccessfully for 15 weeks or 
more who are called the long-term un
employed. As of February 1973, some 39 
percent of those hired under the act 
qualified as disadvantaged and 12 per
cent came to the program from the wel
fare rolls. As economic conditions in gen
eral improve, the committee believes it 
important that future emphasis be given 
to providing jobs for those who need 
them most, and who have the greatest 
difficulty in finding jobs in the private 
sector. 
· A person who has been looking for 15 

weeks or more-nearly 4 months-as 
some 775,000 Americans had been in 
June of this year-deserves help. So the 
amendments are written to provide eligi
bility for the long-term unemployed even 
if they do not qualify as poor or as 
veterans. 

Despite the improvement in the job 
picture for the Nation as a whole, some 
37 of our 150 major labor markets are 
still listed as areas of persistent high 
unemployment. These include: 
.Jersey City, N . .J. ---------------------- 9. 1 
Lowell, Mass. ------------------------- 9. 0 
Brockton.~ass. ---------------------- 8.8 
Takoma, Wash. ---------------------- 8. 4 
~uskegon,~ich. --------------------- 8.8 

Our unemployment data, significant as 
it is for the Nation as a whole, fails to 
tell the complete story of the extent of 
unemployment in urban and rural pov
erty areas--where unemployment has 
most devastating impact on the lives of 
individuals and the Nation. 

We do have accurate and detailed in
formation for 1970, however, the year 
of the last census. A detailed survey was 
made of labor market conditions in some 
51 cities by the Census Bureau. 

As it happens, the months when the 
survey was taken were also months, just 
like the last few, when the national un
employment rate hovered around 5 
percent. 

Some would have us believe that 5 
percent ought to be considered normal. 
But in 1970 the Census Bureau docu
mented that 5-percent unemployment 
for the Nation meant 10-percent unem
ployment in the inner-city labor markets 
of our metropolitan areas. 

Let me give you some examples: 
New1tork ____________________________ 8.1 

Chicago----------------------------- 10. 6 
Philadelphia ------------------------- 8. 7 
Detroit ----------------------------- 14. 0 
San FranciscO------------------~----- 12.5 
St. LOU~---------------------------- 10.5 

~lwaukee -------------------------- 11.8 
Atlanta --------------------------- 8.2 
~ami --------------------------~--- 10.3 
New Orleans------------------------- 12. 5 

As I said before, these statistics are 
from 1970. The administration has not 
provided more up to date statistics on un
employment in poverty areas. But I be
lieve the data continues to be relevant. 

Let me also note the areas surveyed by 
the Census Bureau on 1970 were not sim
ply the very poorest parts of town. On the 
average, one-third of the population in 
the city was included. So these startlingly 
high unemployment rates are the labor 
market conditions faced by the poorest 
one-third of the Nation's cities. 

If you go beyond the standard unem
ployment rate-as the census survey 
did-and ask additional questions in an 
attempt to determine how serious the 
labor market difficulties are in this 
poorer third of urban America, you find 
even more startling facts. 

If you measure not only the 10 per
cent of the labor market in these areas 
who are unemployed, but also include 
those who want jobs but have stopped 
looking out of discouragement, and those 
working part time while seeking full time 
work, and those working full time but 
earning under $2 an hour, you find sub
employment averaging over 30 percent 
for these inner-city area.s. 

Mr. President, these labor market con
ditions are extremely serious. The con
tinued existence of mass poverty in the 
midst of the wealth of America is in large 
part due to continued extraordinarily 
high rates of unemployment in rural and 
inner-city poverty areas. 

Manpower training programs, excel
lent as they are where good jobs are 
available at the end of the training pro
gram, are helpless where decent jobs are 
not to be found. 

A growing understanding of these facts 
led to passing the public service unem
ployment program. Recognition of these 
facts should lead the Senate and the Con
gress to extend the Emergency Employ
ment Act in 1973. 

Of all the testimony the committee re
ceived on the Emergency Employment 
Act, among the most moving was that 
given by Mayor Richard Hatcher, of 
Gary, Ind. He spoke directly to the heart 
of the matter. 

Mayor Hatcher pointed out that we 
have a choice: either we provide jobs or 
we inevitably create the conditions that 
lead to crime and welfare. 

Mayor Hatcher said: 
If you go to cities with the highest unem

ployment rate or the highest underemploy
ment, you will not only find there the great
est slum areas but also the highest crime 
rate. That is the sad reality. 

If we leave the unemployed idle--the ulti· 
mate costs will be 100 times greater to the 
government than if we put them under a pro
gram of public service employment ... 

. We can reduce the ultimate government 
costs by giving these people jobs where they 
can render useful services and compete with 
their coworkers to improve their qualifica
tions for jobs of a higher grade-level, and 
where they have a steady income to make 
them self-reliant ... to sustain them
selves at a decent level . . . 

Mayor Hatcher states the case for con .. 

tinuing the Emergency Employment Act 
about as well as it can be put. 

If we are serious about the work ethic, 
then we must be serious about providing 
work opportunity. 

If we are serious about reducing the 
welfare rolls, then we must be serious 
about providing adequate earned income. 

Communities where 30 percent of the 
workforce is subemployed are bound to 
be communities in the most serious trou
ble, troubie with crime, trouble with wel
fare, trouble with hopelessness and 
despair. 

The Government--and this world
owes no one a living. But the Nation does 
owe each of its .citizens an opportunity 
to earn that living for himself. 

The Emergency Employment Act ex
tension we are considering today is too 
small a measure to meet the need. But it 
does represent a healthy start in the 
right direction. 

The bill represents a compromise be
tween those who would like to see the 
program substantially expanded, and the 
harsh reality of the administration's 
opposition to continuing the program at 
all. 

In the judgment of the committee, the 
Emergency Employment Act is one of the 
very best manpower programs we have 
yet enacted. It is a proven success in the 
field and it ought to be extended. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a section-by-section analysis of 
the Emergency Employment Amend
ments of 1973 be printed in the REcoRD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. . 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
ExHmiT 1 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 1. Short title 
This section provides that the Act may be 

cited as the "Emergency Employment 
Amendments of 1973." 

Section 2. Authorized appropriations 
This section extends the authorizations 

of appropriations for the Emergency Employ
ment Act for two additional fiscal years be
yond the expiration of the current author
ization at the end of fiscal year 1973. Sec
tion 5 of the Emergency Employment Act 
would be amended to continue the fiscal 
year 1973 authorization of $1,000,000,000 
through fiscal year 1974 and to authorize 
such sums as may be necessary for fiscal 
year 1975. The authorization contained in 
section of the Act (for areas of substantial 
unemployment) would be continued at $250,-
000,000 through fiscal year 1974, with such 
sums as may be necessary authorized for 
fiscal year 1975. 
Section 3. Employment of the economically 

disadvantaged and long-term unemployed 

This section amends section 7(c) (17) o! 
the Act to provide that persons newly hired 
in public service jobs under the Act shall 
be from economically disadvantaged back
grounds or long-term unemployed persons 
who have been unemployed for not less than 
fifteen weeks. 

Section 4. Allocation of funds 
This section amends section 9 of the Act 

to provide that, in apportioning funds under 
section 5 of the Act, funds shall be appor
tioned only on the basis of the numbers of 
unemployed persons in each State and area. 



July 25; 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 25927 

Section 5. Priority for veterans 
This section amends section 7 (c) ( 4) of t?e 

act to provide that sponsor~ of public servlCe 
job programs shall make commitments to as
sure that by the end of fiscal year 1974 not 
less than 50 percent of all public service 
jobs supported under :the Ac~ will be filled 
by veterans who are either diSabled or vet
erans of the Vietnam era (in the armed 
forces after August 5, 1964). Specific steps 
designed to meet that commitment must be 
set forth in plans by the sponsor of the 
programs. In addition, such plans shall de
scribe the types of jobs to be made a_vaila?le 
to such veterans which utilize therr skills 
t o t he maximum extent feasible. 

Section 6. Clarifying amendmen t 
This section amends subparagraph (3) of 

section 2 of the Act to make clear that In
dian tribal organizations are eligible to carry 
out public service employment programs. 
The present law specifies Indian t ribes on 
Federal or State reservations. 

Section 7. Comments on applications 
This section amends section 8 of the Act 

to provide that, before an application for a 
program is approved by . the Secretary, an 
opportunity shall be provided for comments 
to be made by labor organizations repre
senting employees employed in similar work 
in the area. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I call at
tention to the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TAFT) . . Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Maine 
(Mr. HATHAWAY). 

AMENDMENT NO. 4I 5 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 415 and ask that 
it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows : 
On page 4, between lines 24 and 25, insert 

the following: 
· "(b) Section 5 of such Act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

" '(d) Whenever the Secret ary makes a 
determination that the rate of national 
unemployment (seasonally adjusted) has ex~ 
ceeded 5 per centum for three consecutive 
months, he shall within ten days of such 
determination, notify the Congress and shall 
publish such determination in the Federal 
Register. At such time the Secretary shall 
recommend to the Congress any further steps 
he deems appropriate.'." 
· On page 4, line 25, strike "(b) " and insert 
in lieu thereof " (c) ". 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to modify this 
amendment slightly, as a result of con
versations with the Senator from New 
~ork (Mr. JAVITS). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maine has the right to modi-
fy his amendment. _ 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President; on 
line 1 of the amendment, it should read: 

"On page 4, between lines 20 and 21, insert 
t he following:" 

On line 2, it should read: 
" (b) Section 5 of such Act is further 

amended .• .'' 

Line 10 should read: 
"Congress any further steps, including rec

ommendations for legislation, if any, he 
deems appropriate.'.' ' 

on page 2 of my amendment, on line 
1, it should read: 

"On page 4, line 21, strike ... " 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified, but will the 
Senator please send his modifications to 
the desk. 

The text of amendment No. 415, as 
modified, is as follows: 

on page 4, between lines 20 and 21 , insert 
the following: 

"(b) Section 5 of such Act is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection : 

"'(d) Whenever the Secretary m~kes a de
termination that the rate of nat10nal un
employment (seasonally adjusted) has ~x
ceeded 5 per centum for three consecutive 
months, he shall within ten days of such 
determination, notify the Congress and shall 
publish such determination in the Federal 
Register. At such time the Secretary shall 
recommend to the Congress any furt~er 
steps including recommendations for legis
iation if any, he deems appropriate.'.'' 

On page 4, line 21 , strike "(b) " and insert 
in lieu thereof " (c) " . 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, this 
amendment would require that the Sec
retary of Labor inform Congress any 
time the unemployment rate reaches 5 
percent for 3 consecutive months 
and submit his -recommendations for ap
propriate action. The in~en_t of ~he 
amendment is to bring a significant m
crease in unemployment to the at ten
tion of both policymaking branches of 
the National Government which will, 
hopefully, result in steps being taken to 
alleviate the problem. 

I personally feel that funds should 
automatically be made available under 
the act if the unemployment rate rises, 
but I have refrained from pressing this 
position because of budgetary considera
tions. As a matter of fact, I have an 
amendment at the desk, No. 414, which 
incorporates this idea by triggering ad
ditional sums of money every time the 
unemployment rate rises one-half of 1 
percent. 

I am mindful of the fact that there 
are serious budgetary considerations 
surrounding the bill, and the manager 
of the bill and many others in the Sen
ate feel that the measure might be 
vetoed if we go above the authorization 
now in the bill. So I am going to re
frain from pressing that amendment. 
. I do hope, however, that the manager 
of the bill will see fit to accept amend
ment No. 415, as modified, which I think 
is not anywhere near as strong as the 
amendment I initially wanted to press, 
but . at least it would put the admin
istration on notice that it has to report 
to us when the unemployment rate does 
reach 5 percent and that it should 
make some recommendations to us as 
to what to do in this regard. 

Too often, serious consideration of un-

employment or inflationary problems 
are delayed by the press of other bt~s~
ness until these problems reach cnsiS 
proportions. This amendment would 
trigger some action, at least, as s~on. as 
the unemployment rate began a signifi
cant rise. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I would be 
happy to accept amendment No. 415 as 
modified by the Senator from Maine <Mr. 
HATHAWAY). I appreciate the merits of 
the amendment. 

As to the other proposal of the Sen
ator from Maine contained in amend
ment No. 414 which the Senator states 
he will not offer on this bill, I wish to say 
that I agree wholeheartedly with the 
Senator on the merits of the concept of 
authorizing additional funds to bee trig
gered as unemployment rises. I believe 
that such a trigger mechanism should be 
a part of any long-term public service 
employment bill. It would be a useful and 
valuable device. However, I would have to 
oppose such an amendment on the pend
ing legislation, although reluctantly, be
cause we have taken the position both in 
connection with the manpower revenue 
sha1ing bill passed yesterday and the 
emergency employment amendments 
now before the Senate that each of these 
bills provides exactly the same level of 
spending as was appropriated for the 
same pTograms in the previous fiscal 
year. It cannot, therefore, be argued that 
the two measures, the one passed yester
day and the one we are considering to
day, are part of the budgetary probleJ:I?-. 
The administration's proposed budget IS 
increasing by an estimated $19 billion be
tween 1973 and 1974. Neither one of these 
two bills, the manpower bill or the emer
gency employment amendments contrib
utes to or adds to that deficit. It is 
because of that position on our part that 
I oppose accepting as a part of the pend
ing bill a trigger mechanism which would 
mean a higher overall authorization for 
this bill. 

As I said, I think it is a very good idea 
and I would like to explore it next year, 
or whenever we can get to it, as we hold 
further hearings on the whole concept of 
public service employment, including the 
concept of the trigger mechanism. 

The public sector is the largest em
ployer in the country. We spend a lot 
of energy and time telling the people in 
the private sector that they should give 
jobs and opportunities to the disad
vantaged. I do not think that the public 
sector, which is the largest employer, 
does a very good job in that respect it
self Most Government jobs are for mid
dle ·class people, those who have had a 
chance for an education, whereas there 
are a large number of disadvantaged 
who ~1ave all the ability and capability 
to hold jobs in the public sector, and 
yet are denied meaningful opportunities 
because of inadequate training progTams 
and because civil service examinations 
set up artificial barriers. The disad
vantaged are denied sufficient opportuni
ties in the largest employment oppor
tunity field in this country. 

I should like to explore the entire mat
ter in much greater depth in hearings 
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next year, at which time, of course, the 
proposal of the Senator from Maine will 
be considered. I think it would be con
sidered favorably at that time. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. I thank the Senator 
from Wisconsin for his acceptance of 
amendment No. 415. 

Mr. NELSON. I have no objection to 
that. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. I also thank the 
Senator for the support of the idea em
bodied in amendment No. 414, which is 
not being offered, and for his assurance 
that he will look into the matter further 
before the end of the next fiscal year. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, this 

amendment was worked out with the mi
nority staff of the committee and is 
satisfactory to me. I think it does what 
needs to be done. 

I concur with Senator NELSON about 
the fact that our approach to amend
ment No. 414, which is of substantive 
character, is more desirable within the 
context of next year, especially, as we 
said yesterday in a related bill, because 
we a:re trying to work out a total package 
with the administration to take us by 
this particular period, which is a period 
of budget stringency, considerable diffi
culty for the dollar, and so forth. 

We believe that we have an excellent 
chance to do that. It would make it more 
difficult if we took a substantive amend
ment such as amendment No. 414. 

I believe Senator HATHAWAY is being 
statesmanlike and constructive in re
fraining from pushing that amendment 
under these circumstances, of which h~ 
like Senator NELSON, Senator TAFT, and 
l-is well aware. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. I thank the Senator 
from New York for his very kind and 
generous remarks and for his support of 
the principle embodied in amendment 
414. I hope that we will be able to in
corporate this idea into future legisla
tion. 

Mr. President, because of budgetary 
considerations, I have not pressed for 
the adoption of my amendment 414, but 
feel that the principle it contains is im
portant enough to merit a full description 
of its provisions in the RECORD. 

The proposal is designed to increase 
the funding authorized under this act 
if, and only if, there is a significant in
crease in unemployment between enact
ment and the expiration of the act. As 
Senator NELSON has so ably demon
strated, the effectiveness of the public 
employment program as a tool with 
which to fight unemployment is clear. A 
problem with the present program is its 
lack of :flexibility in dealing with the 
:fluctuating nature of the unemployment 
problems. 

The funding level in the bill as reported 
may be adequate to deal with present 
unemployment levels of 4.5 to 5 percent. 
But after the current inflationary surge 
is played out, we may well see a repeat 
of the high unemployment-recessionary 
cycle we experienced in 1969-70. If this 
turns out to be the case and unemploy
ment reaches the 1970 levels of 6 to 8 

percent, the level of funding authorized 
in the bill could well be inadequate to 
make a significant dent in the problem. 

My proposal, which I hope may be in
cluded in future legislation on this sub
ject, would attempt to correct this defi
ciency by keying progressive funding in
creases in the authorization to significant 
increases in the national unemployment 
rate. The increases suggested-100-mil
lion additional for every 0.5-percent rise 
in unemployment-are not by any means 
extravagent-in fact, these amounts are 
pretty paltry in the face of the grinding 
reality of massive unemployment. 

One of the major problems with gov
ernment's attempts to assist in the sta
bilization of the economy is the delayed 
.application of the economists' "cure" to 
whatever disease is currently atHicting 
use. Often, this is caused by the com
plexity and inherent slowness of our 
policymaking processes. In most cases, 
this "inefficiency" is a blessing in dis
guise; but in economic matters it often 
results in actions which aggravate a new 
problem rather than contributing to the 
solution of the original problem which 
gave rise to the legislation. An example 
of this is a tax cut designed to counter
act a recession not becoming effective 
until the recession is ending and infia
tion is building up. Thus, the tax cut 
comes too late to help with the reces
sion, but just in time to fuel the 
infiation. 

We are well advised, therefore, to build 
countercyclical mechanisms into legis
lation of this type so that the cure can 
be applied automatically with the dos
age adjusting itself relative to the seri
ousness of the disease. The other alter
native is to assume that we will be able 
to respond with new legislation in time 
to be of significant help, an assumption 
I feel is somewhat unwarranted, based 
on past history. 

The public employment program has 
proven itself to be the fastest and cheap
est method by which unemployment can 
be reduced. Studies done on the expe
rience of the program after its first 18 
months of operation indicate that it is an 
effective countercyclical strategy. My 
proposal, which is similar to suggestions 
made by those who have closely exam
ined the program, makes sense both in 
human and economic terms. It would in
crease the cost of the program only 
under circumstances providing a clear 
justification for such increases. And its 
adoption would put us in the position of 
anticipating rather than simply reacting 
to serious national problems. 

As stated previously, however, I am 
refraining from pressing this proposal at 
this time in deference to the desires of 
the sponsors of the bill that its authori
zation be kept at 1972levels. The amend
ment I have called up does not, of course, 
affect the authorizations in the bill in 
any way; it should, however, serve as a 
prod, both to the administration and#the 
Congress, to consider further action, 
should developing circumstances so 
dictate. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I invite 
attention to S. 1693, also pending before 
our committee, which is called the Full 

Employment and Job Development Act 
of 1974, in which an effort is made to 
institutionalize the policy of full employ
ment and thus the ability to respond 
precisely to such information and devel
opment as the Secretary would be obli
gated to inform us of by the amendment. 

Again, I hope we will examine not only 
the highly desirable solutions which Sen
ator HATHAWAY lays before us in respect 
to the real problem but also the institu
tionalization, whether through the tech
nique suggested in S. 1693 or -otherwise, 
of the ability to meet this kind of prob
lem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I had in 

mind making certain general remarks on 
this bill, especially as to matters of very 
great importance to me and to the 
present occupant of the chair, who has 
given much talent and ability to this 
problem. 

S. 1560 would extend the Emergency 
Employment Act of 1971, the public em
ployment program, beyond its expiration 
this past June 30, for a period of 2 years 
through fiscal year 1975. For fiscal year 
1974, it would authorize $1.25 billion, in
cluding $1 billion for the basic pro
gram and $250 million for areas of sub
stantial unemployment-in each case the 
amounts authorized and appropriated 
for fiscal 1973. "Such sums" are author
ized for fiscal year 1975. 

Mr. President, in my opinion, two 
questions are the key to whether or not 
the act should be extended. First, has the 
program been a successful undertaking 
in accordance with its purposes-has it 
worked? Second, is its extension nec
essary? 

EXPERIENCE UNDER THE EEA TO DATE 

Mr. President, members will recall 
that the Emergency Employment Act of 
1971 became law on July 12, 1971 only 
because it was designed specifically by 
Senator NELSON and myself to meet the 
specifications of the administration. 
Those specifications had been clearly 
delineated by President Nixon who, in 
December 1970 in vetoing a large-scale 
"permanent" public service employment 
program of "dead-end" jobs, said: 

Transitional and short-term public serv
ice employment can be a useful component 
of the nation's manpower policies--But pub
lic employment that is not linked to real 
jobs, or which does not try to equip the in
dividus.l. for changes i~ the labor market is 
not a solution. 

It was made "short-term"; that is, for 
a period of 2 years and triggered at a 4.5-
percent national unemployment rate 
because at that point in time the ad
ministration indicated that it hoped to 
get unemployment below the threshold 
of 4.5-percent nationally within the 2-
year period. 

It was made "transitional" as to the 
individual-as it was also regarded as 
transitional as a program-to ensure 
that-every effort was made to move par
ticipants into "regular" jobs in the pub
lic or private sector. 

Mr. President, during its tenure the 
Emergency Employment Act of 1971 has 
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clearly been a program that has met 
these specifications and, contrary to 
fears, has not led either to a "make
work'' program or "dead end" jobs at all. 

Public employment under the act has 
been transitional-linked to real jobs. 
According to Department of Labor sta
tistics, of the 150,000 terminees out of 
288,000 "cumulative hires" under the act 
through the end of 1972, an estimated 
54 percent subsequently went on to reg
ular employment, including 32 percent 
in the public sector and 22 percent in 
the private sector. A substantial number 
of the balance were subsequently in 
school, training, or the Armed Forces. 

Jobs created under the act have not 
been "make-work." 

According to the latest statistics cer
tified by the Department of Labor, jobs 
have been created in the following cate
gories: Law enforcement, 10.5 percent; 
education, 18.9 percent; public works 
and transportation, 22.8 percent; health 
and hospitals, 8.7 percent; environmen
tal quality, 3.9 percent; fire protection, 
2.4 percent; parks and recreation, 9.0 
percent; social services, 6.7 percent; 
administration and other, 17.4 percent. 
Thus the fears that it would be a boon
doggle or political grab bag have not 
been realized. 

In addition to meeting needs of indi
viduals, the public employment program, 
working through 670 State, city, and 
county program agents, helps greatly to 
meet the fiscal crises of State and local 
government, and has provided beneficial 
exercise in the assumption by those gov
ernments of the basic responsibility for 
meeting the need of the unemployed, as 
an adjunct to the establishment of sound 
and decentralized manpower policy, a 
goal shared by the administration and 
the Congress and expressed in the Sen
ate's adoption yesterday of S. 1559, the 
Job Training and Community Services 
Act of 1973. 

Mr. President, the National Manpower 
Policy Task Force, the National Urban 
Coalition, and other ~valuations hav~ re
garded the program as a success in these 
and other respects and have urged its 
continuation; the GAO also has given 
it a favorable report. 

Moreover, the administration itself re
quested appropriations of the full au
thorizations in each of the fiscal years, 
and · assessing the program, the Man
power Report of 1973 prepared by the 
Department of Labor states: 

The first year of PEP operations saw some 
notable accomplishments ... As PEP moved 
into the second year of its authorized life, 
it was apparent that the program's primary 
goals were being met. 

NEED FOR EXTENSION 

Mr. President, nevertheless, on the 
question of extension, the President's fis
cal 1974 budget proposal concludes-at 
page 119 of the "Special Analyses": 

Since the program began, the number of 
private sector jobs has increased substan
tially, unemployment has declined, and the 
financial abUity of State and local govern
ments to meet the demand for public serv
ices has improved. 

Accordingly, no new budget request 
was submitted. 

CXIX--1635-Part 20 

But let us examine these conclusions 
closely. 

It is true that since the program began, 
the number of jobs has increased. In 
June 1971, the most current statistics 
available to the President when he signed 
the Emergency Employment Act, the to
tal number of employed was 78,653,000. 
Today the latest statistic for June 1973 
shows 84,674,000 people employed; ac
cordingly, there has been an increase of 
6,021,000 jobs. 

It is true also that the unemployment 
rate has declined. In June 1971, the na
tional unemployment rate was 5.8 per
cent; now •. for June 1973, it is at 4.8 per
cent-a drop of a full percentile. 

H<>wever, in terms of numbers, unem
ployment has not declined substantially. 
In June 1971, there were 4,845,000 unem
ployed persons; today, the figures for 
June 1973 indicate that there are 4,-
258,000 unemployed persons-a drop of 
only 587,000 unemployed persons. 

In this same connection, I call to the 
attention of the Senate an article which 
appeared iJ\. the New York Times f<>r 
yesterday, July 24, 1973, reporting that 
Louis L. Levine, the distinguished In
dustrial Commissioner for New York 
State, announced that while employment 
in New York increased by 85,000 in June 
over May, the total number of unem
ployed increased by 10,000; similarly, in 
New York City both employment and 
unemployment showed slight increases. 

It seems to me that since we are deal
ing with human beings the most relevant 
statistic is the number of people who 
are unemployed and on that basis, I do 
not see such a change in the overall 
situation as would warrant discontinua
tion of the progra~r... 

Nor is its discontinuation warranted 
in terms of the rate of unemployment. 
Unemployment nationally. is still at 4.8 
percentr thus above the administration's 
own threshold of 4.5 percent written 
into the act as the level at which the 
greater part of the funds under the act
the $1.0 billion in general funds-is trig
gered. 

Furthermore, whatever the general 
situation, unemployment still ranges at 
levels of 6 percent or more in certain 
areas; for example, in my own State of 
New York, the rate is 6.2 percent in 
Suffolk County and 6.0 percent in Nas
sau Com1ty. Section 6 of the act, which 
would be continued under our extension, 
authorizes $250 million for areas having 
unemployment of 6.0 percent or more. 

And -beyond that, unemployment is 
still in "epidemic" proportions among 
certain groups-the economically dis
advantaged-where it can hit 40 percent 
in the younger groups-among the long
term unemployed, and of course, among 
the returning veterans where-to our 
great concern-a rate of 5.9 percent per
tained in May with 256,000 young men 
looking for work; the rate for young vet
erans is at 8.7 percent. 

Mr. President, the committee bill fo
cuses much more than the current act 
on groups particularly in need: The ex
tension requires that all "new hires" 
under the program be in the economically 
disadvantaged or long-term unemployed 

categories, with a provision that when
ever feasible 50 percent of each program 
shall be filled by veterans. 

Finally. there is very little evidence to 
date that the financial ability of State 
and local governments to meet the de
mand for public services has improved 
substantially. It is true that since the 
passage of the Emergency Employment 
Act, the President has signed into law 
general revenue sharing, but a great 
portion of those funds are going into the 
purchase of equipment rather than serv
ices and in neither case does it mean that 
funds hit their mark in terms of the in
dividuals among the unemployed who 
need it. 

It should be noted as a matter of legis
lative intent, that S. 1560 is a companion 
bill to S. 1559, the Job Training and 
Community Services Act of 1973, which 
passed the Senate overwhelmingly just 
last evening. I wish to note again-as I 
did then-that while public service em
ployment is an "eligible activity" under 
that bill, S. 1559 contains a number of 
provisions that make it clear that it is 
a collateral aspect or possibility under 
that bill and that the major resources 
there will go to manpower training. 

Mr. President, when the Emergency 
Employment Act of 1971 was passed there 
was a debate among concerned persons 
in the administration, the Congress, and 
in academic circles as to when unemploy
ment reaches an "unacceptable" or "in
tolerable" level. Whatever those argu
ments were, it was generally agreed that 
it was not "acceptable'' as long as it was 
above 4.5 percent. It is still above 4.5 per
cent and thus this public employment 
program is needed; if unemployment is 
brought below that level-as we hope it 
will be-the administration's recom
mendation contained in its own budget 
of zero funding will become true de 
facto in large part since the act con
tinued by this extension, provides that 
$1 billion of the $1.25 billion authorized 
cannot be obligated below that unem
ployment rate. In short, by continuing 
this act we will not necessarily be con
tinuing the entire program. 

Mr. President, I do not know how our 
discussions or negotiations with the other 
body and with the White House will come 
out. 

But I rather believe it will come out 
as an effective manpower training pro
gram with a public service employment 
component. Whether that component 
will be incorporated in this separate bill 
or whether both can be rolled together 
into one bill remains to be decided. But 
the substance of both bills, because of 
the necessity in our national situation, 
must be made into legislation. 

Mr. President, for all those reasons I 
consider this bill essential and I hope 
the Senate will pass it promptly as it is 
now amended. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed at this point 
in the RECORD a copy of the New York 
Times article of July 24, 1973, to which 
I referred earlier and an excerpt from a 
colloquy between Senator NELSON and 
me and Senator TAFT, ranking minorit~ 
member of the Subcommittee on Em
ployment, Poverty, and Migratory Labort 
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regarding S. 1559, as well as a Depart
ment of Labor document dated, July 20, 
1973, regarding the employment situation 
of Vietnam veteran. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
NUMBER EMPLOYED IN THE STATE RISES ALONG 

WITH JOBLESSNESS 
ALBANY, July 24.-Louis L. Levine, State 

Industrial Commissioner, has announced 
that a total of 7,935 million people, were em
ployed in New York State in June, an in
crease of 35,000 over the total for May and 
15,000 over tbe total for June, 1972. 

Statistics compiled by the State Labor De
partment show that unemployment in the 
state increased slightly in June, with 10,000 
more people on the unemployment rolls than 
the previous month. Total unemployment in 
the state was 425,000 in June, while in May 
it reached 415,000. · 

Seasonal influences in nonfarm employ
ment and strikes in the finance, construc
tion and trade industries were said to be the 
cause of the increase in unemployment in 
June. 

Both employment and unemployment in 
New York City also showed slight increases. 
Total employment in the city was 3,848 mil
lion, an increase of 9,400 over the May total, 
but 37,700 fewer than in June, 1972. Unem
ployment in the city was 191,700 in June, 
compared with a May total of 184,100. 

The state statistics di1Ier from those is
sued yesterday by the United States Bureau 
of Labor Statistics. The Federal statistics are 
limited to wage and salaried employees. The 
state's cover total employment, including 
those who are self-employed. 

Statewide, the unemployment rate an
nounced by the state for June was 5.1 per 
cent, one-tenth of a percentage point above 
the previous month, while in New York City 
the unemployment rate was 4.7 per cent, 
compared with 4.6 per cent in May. In 1972 
the unemployment rate for the state was 5.9 
per cent, while in the city it was 5.5 per cent. 
Na~sau and Suffolk Counties led the state 

in unemployment, with a combined unem
ployment rate of 6.2 per cent, or 61,900 peo
ple, a rise of 5 percentage points above the 
previous month, when the rate was 5.'7 per 
cent, or 56,000 people. However, this was 
lower than in June, 1972, when 65,000 people 
were listed as unemployed, for a rate of 6.6 
per cent. 

Unemployment totals for other parts of 
the New York metropolitan area were as 
follows: 

Nassau-34,700, or 6.0 per cent, compared 
with 30,200, or 5.3 per cent, in May, and 35,-
900, or 6.2 per cent, a year ago. 

Sutiolk-27,200, or 6.4 per cent, compared 
with 25,800, or 6.2 per cent in May, and 29,-
700, or 7.2 per cent a year ago. 

Westchester-16,200 or 4.2 per cent, com
pared with 16,100 or 4.2 per cent, the previ
ous month and 20,200, or 5.2 per cent, last 
year. 

Rockland-4,400, or 5.0 per cent, compared 
with 4,200, or 4.9 per cent in May, and 4,800, 
or 4.6 percent, the previous year. 

Mr. TAFT. I thank the Senator. 
At the outset I would like to commend 

the chairman of the subcominittee (Mr. 
NELSON) and the Senator from New York 
(Mr. JAVITS) for their very effective work for 
s. 1559. This legislation can be a great im
provement in our manpower training system 
in this country. 

Mr. President, providing training prograins 
for individuals so they can help themselves, 
is one of the most important ways by which 
a government can help its citizens. 

Manpower training is an example of a gov-

ernment program with this potential. Such 
programs provide training and assistance to 
unemployed and underemployed. These pro
grams, coordinated with local public school 
systeins and industry, are not only voca
tionally directed, but also oriented toward 
stressing motivation, self-reliance, and the 
importance of securing and maintaining a 
job. 

On April 19 and 30 respectively, I brought 
the Senate Manpower Subcommittee to Day
ton and Akron to hold hearings on the cur
rent status of Federal manpower training 
programs. 

One of the things I found was that these 
two cities, Dayton and Akron, which are 
about the same size, have completely dif
ferent experiences with regard to success 
of different types of manpower training pro
grams. In one area an institutional training 
center filled the principal objective and in 
another area OIC and institutional training 
seemed to do the job. In both communities 
however it was quite apparent there was 
great duplication in many manpower train
ing programs. For example, in Dayton testi
mony was presented stating that there were 
approximately 28 or more programs in which 
the Federal Government had a role in man
power training. 

As ranking Ininority member of the sub
committee, I had an opportunity to hear 
first-hand the views of the city officials, pro
gram administrators, business community 
leaders, labor organization officials, and pro
gram participants. I was quite impressed 
with the interest and response I received 
with regard to manpower training. 

There are many areas, however, in which 
constructive improvements can be made re
garding Federal involvement in manpower 
training. Specifically as I previously men
tioned, there has been an overproliferation 
of manpower training programs at the local 
level and a lack of regional and comprehen
sive planning. S . . 1559, helpfully will correct 
many of these probleins and I endorse the 
basic principles contained in the bill. I be
lieve the bill reflects a responsible approach 
with regard to Federal support for manpower 
training and community action programs. 

I am especially pleased to see that S. 1559 
adopts a revenue sharing approach for both 
of these programs, as local communities will 
thus be able to implement and fund pro
grams that are responsive to their needs. 

I am concerned, however, with provisions 
of S. 1559 that permit use of manpower 
funds for public service employment pro
grams. Prime sponsors may be tempted to 
put too much emphasis on these prograins at 
the expense of other constructive manpower 
training programs. For example, a city that 
is a. prime sponsor may be faced with per
sonnel budgetary problems and feel that it is 
advantageous, if not necessary, to channel 
manpower moneys to meet this problem 
through public service employment pro
grams. 

While such employment positions are to 
be oriented toward training and are to be 
transitional in nature, pressures still will 
exist to channel manpower funds to public 
service employment. I recognize the need for 
some type of selective public service employ
ment program other than through general or 
special revenue sharing funding, although I 
do not agree with the committee's approach 
to extend the Emergency Employment Act. 
I believe manpower training programs should 
be separate from public service employment 
programs, and that the latter should be 
structured to meet the needs of areas that 
have extremely high unemployment along 
the lines I suggest in my additional views 
with S. 1560. 

I also wish to call to the attention of the 
Senate certain of the testimony on this 
point. In the hearings we bad before us 

Kenneth Young, .department of legislation, 
AFL-CIO, I asked the .following question, and 
he gave the following answer: 

Senator TAFT. I take it you really think 
there is a. serious danger that, if you just 
open up public employment as an eligible 
activity, it will have the effect of squeezing 
out other manpower training. 

Mr. YouNG. I think it could well be, 
Senator. 

I think it presents a very serious problem 
for a local sponsor. 

If you _have the total funds less the pres
ent fundmg levels, when you tie everything 
~ogether, then in fact what you are saying, 
It seems to us, you are telling a prime spon
sor, "Yes, you have some flexibility, but your 
real flexibility is what you are going to cut 
back on," and I think, in terms of local offi
cials, he is going to be extremely reluctant 
to lay people off the local payroll for one 
thing. 

Second, I am not sure that he may not be 
correct, because this is providing a job, and 
he has got to balance that versus somebody 
that may be in a training program. 

I know that members of this committee 
have gone and discussed at great length this 
whole problem of substitution of EEA funds 
for NYC funds, but it is in this sort of area 
that I see a very serious problem. 
. We w.ould like to see it spelled out. If pub

lic services employment will be in a compre
hensive bill, keep it as a separate title with 
separate authorization for that reason. 

I also believe certain adjustments are 
necessary with regard to the population lev
els established in section 104 of the bill for 
prime sponsors. Specifically, I believe the 
population level for cities which is cur
rently 100,000 in the S. 1559 should be at a. 
level of 75,000. Further, I believe an adjust
ment is necessary iri the population level es
tablished for prime sponsorship by counties. 
Currently, the bill requires a county or com
parable unit of general local government 
have a population of 150,000 or more persons 
ot_her than the number of persons that 
would be included within _ the population -of 
any city designated as a prime sponsor under 
se~tion 104. This level, I believe, is somewhat 
too high and perhaps would be more respon
sive to the needs of the country at a level 
of 100,000. With regard to this point I ask 
unanimous consent that a. letter from the 
Cuyahoga County, Ohio, commissioners be 
printed in the RECORD 

There being no obj~ction, the letter was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as fol
lows: 

COUNTY OF CUYAHOGA 
Cleveland, Ohio, July 10, i973. 

Hon. RoBERT TAFT, Jr., 
Senate Office Building, · 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: The Manpower Reform Bill 
~- 1559, "Job Training and Community Serv
ICe~ Act of 1973" contains certain provisions 
~hlch negate the role of County Government 
1n manpower programs. Counties have clear
~Y d~monstrated their capabilities in admin
Istermg manpower programs through their 
excellent work with PEP. Their performance 
has been equal to, if not better than, any 
?ther prime sponsor. Counties are regional 
m nature and therefore are the logical choice 
for manpower planning and program imple
mentation. 

The maximum decategorization of pro
gra~s a_nd decentralization of authority es
senti~l m providing the necessary flexibility 
~ pr1me sponsors make the following provi
~:-:_~~: S. 1559 unacceptable as presently 

First, the population criteria for prime 
sponsorship eligibility on the part of the 
counties remains at 150,000, exclusive of 
any city 6ver 100,000 population within the 
county. Although this does not affect Cuya-
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hoga County, it does ·make the ·following 
seven counties in the State of Ohio ineligible 
as prime sponsors. 

Allen ---------------------------- 111, 14~ 
<3reene --------------------------- 125,057 
Lucas---------------------------- 100,552 
Richland------------------------- 129,997 
Columbiana ---------------------- 108, 310 
Licking -------------------------- 107,799 
Portage -------------------------- 125,868 

(Population figures per 1970 Census-less 
Cities over 100,000 within County.) 

Cuyahoga County advocates the adoption 
of 100,000 or more population as the criteria 
for prime sponsorship. 

Second, the present two part allocation 
formula is based upon tmemployment and 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics lower living 
Standard. Cuyahoga County advocates the 
addition of the "Numbers in the labor force" 
in an equally weighted allocation formula. 

Third, based upon the 1970 census data on 
unemployment, poverty .and workforce, two
thirds of those who need manpower services 
reside in suburban and rural areas. The pres
ent 100% Hold Harmless Clause completely 
ignores that fact. No logical explanation is 
plausable for ensuring the major portion of 
available funds be allocated to the prime 
sponsors representing one-third of the popu
lation requiring assistance. Cuyahoga Coun
ty does not support an absolute Hold Harm
less Clause in manpower reform legislation. 

Fourth, the role of the State in providing 
manpower s~rvices is admittedly important. 
The provision setting 15% of each State's 
allocation for the use of the <3overnor does 
not, however, take into account that portion 
of services provided by other prime sponsors. 
Cuyahoga County advocates the adoption of 
a minimum of 5% and a maximum of 10% 
!or the use of the <3overnor based upon the 
percentage of balance to State services not 
provided by other prime sponsors. 

Sincerely, 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
FRANK R. POKORNY, President. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President in supporting the 
bill I would ask the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. NELSON) if I could have his assurance 
that these matters wm be fully considered 
in conference and that every reasonable effort 
be made to see that an adequatE" solution is 
arrived at with the House on these matters. 

Mr. NELSON. I wish to say to the Senator, 
concerning the size of the population of 
eligible prime sponsors being based at 100,000 
that I personally think that probably is 
about the best population level. I realize 
that the Senator from Ohlo believes it would 
be better if it were set at 75,000. Members of 
the other body have views that it should even 
be half as much as 100,000. Of course, that 
issue will be in conference because I know 
how some of the Members of the other body 
feel. I am confident that we will be able to 
reach a reasonable agreement on what that 
prime sponsorship population level should 
be. 

One of my reasons for favoring the 100,000 
level is to reduce as far as possible the num
ber of entities the Department of Labor must 
:work with. 

The Secretary of Labor has pointed out 
that manpower programs have been carried 
out through contracts with 10,000 contractees 
around the country. This legislation would 
cut that number down to 378 prime spon
sors. I agree with the Senator from Ohio, 
who will be one of the Members of the con
ference, that the prime sponsorship popula
tion level will be discussed in conference 
and an accommodation reached. 

As to the matter of public service em
ployment, I share the concern of the dis
tinguished Senator from Ohio that the fact 
that public service employment is an au
thorized activity might lead some prime 
sponsors to believe that they are encoura~ed 

to utilize all or half or a major portion of the 
manpower funds simply to provide public 
service employment because that is the eas
iest thing to do and benefits the prime spon
sors. By authorizing public service employ
ment, it is not the intention of our committee 
to encourage prime sponsors not to have 
a balanced manpower training program. We 
were reluctant not to authorize public serv
ice employment because it might be a very 
valuable aspect of the total manpower train
ing program and they might want to spend 
part of their money on some jobs they 
thought were best. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time Of the 
Senator from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield myself 
2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. NELsoN. I therefore assure the Sena
tor that it is not our intent that public 
service employment be funded to the ex
clusion of training programs. I think we 
ought to discuss this issue in conference. I 
think that when we bring back the confer
ence report, the statement of the managers 
should emphasize that it is not our intent 
that a disproportionate share of manpower 
funds be used for public service employment 
under this bill. If some prime sponsor is 
inclined to do that, I think it must be called 
to the attention of the Secretary of Labor 
who has authority to approve whether or not 
they are complying with the law. It would be 
my interpretation that if they did not pro
ceed to develop a broad and balanced man
power program, they are not complying with 
the law. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield me 2 additional minutes? 

Mr. JAVITS. Of course. 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I appreciate very 

much the remarks of the chairman of the 
subcommittee on the action expected in the 
conference. With diligent efforts and reason
able comprOinise in these areas in confer
ence, I believe the Congress will be able to 
send an excellent bill to the President. 

Mr. President, I also would like to bring 
to the attention of the Senate the very fine 
work that the opportunities industrialization 
centers of America have conducted in the 
manpower training field. This organization's 
work throughout the country under the 
leadership of Rev. Leon H. Sullivan, has truly 
been a significant factor in providing job 
training opportunities for many disadvan
taged citizens. Earlier this year I joined with 
Senator ScHWEIKER in cosponsoring S. 136 
the Opportunities Industrialization Assist
ance Act of 1973. While it was not possible to 
incorporate every part of this bill in S. 1559, 
it was possible to include many important 
provisions with regard to OIC. I am hopeful 
that these provisions will be responsive to the 
needs of OIC centers throughout the country 
including the outstanding centers in my 
State. 

I ask unanimous consent that a letter 
from Reverend Sullivan regarding S. 1559, 
and the importance enacting manpower legis
lation into law, be printed in the REcORD. 

There being no objection, the letter was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Senator RoBERT TAFT, Jr., 
Old Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

JULY 16, 1973. 

DEAR SENATOR TAFT: Thank you for giving 
OIC your support as a cosponsor of S. 136, 
the Opportunities Industrialization Assist
ance Act of 1973. 

Your endorsement helped make possible 
the inclusion of OIC in the Nelson-Javits 
comprehensive Manpower Bill which was re
ported out on Monday, July 9, to the Senate. 
In that Bill, the Schweiker Amendments 
guarantee the continuation and expansion 

of OIC work as an integral part of the na
tion's manpower delivery system. 

Our 110 community-based Board of Di
rectors and the tens of thousands of citizens 
of all races and creeds whom they serve, 
deeply appreciate your afi'orts on their be
half. 

As the legislative process is carried out 
in the House of Representatives, and even
tually a Bill is agreed upon in conference, 
it is my hope and prayer that we will have 
a Bill that the President can sign and make 
it possible for us to look forward to the 
expansion of OIC work in the State of Ohio. 

With warm personal regards, I am, 
Sincerely, 

LEoN H. SULLIVAN, 
Chairman of the Board, OIO's of America. 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I yield back the 

remainder of my time. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield myself 

2 minutes. 
I wish to associate myself with the views 

expressed by the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. NELsoN) respecting public service em
ployment. These views key directly into the 
bill. 

It will be noted on page 56 of the bill, 
paragraph (15) of section 201(b) refers to 
transitional employment for unemployed and 
underemployed persons as an eligible activity 
and that under subsection (c) funds made 
available for public service employment from 
appropriations are to be used only for pro
grams consistent with the requirements of 
the Emergency Employment Act "to the ex
tent that such requirements are consistent 
with the provisions of this act." 

In order to tie that into the text, it is 
necessary to look at page 93 of the bill, item 
(h), which, in the case of "new hires" ex
pressly limits the utilization of manpower 
training funds, "unemployed and underem
ployed persons who are from economically 
disadvantaged backgrounds or have been un
employed for not less than 15 weeks immedi
ately prior to employment under such pro
gram." 

This means that if public service employ
ment programs are established under this bill 
they must benefit principally those most in 
need-the focus of the authorities which 
this act would replace. 

But beyond this, our intent that man
power training funds not be squeezed out 
by public service employment, is established 
further in section 401 (a) (3) which I in
cluded on page 87, lines 1 to 7, inclusive, 
where the Secretary can turn a program off, 
because it fails to give "due consideration 
to continued funding of programs of demon
strated effectiveness" for manpower training 
under the Manpower Development and 
Training Act or the Economic Opportunity 
Act. 

In short, our purpose is to make public 
service employment eligible as a comple
ment to training, but by no means to allow 
it to intrude upon, distort, or take unto it
sef an appreciable aspect of what we con
template by manpower training and the 
manpower training provisions. 

I wish to point out that we will be de
bating another law with respect to public 
service employment--possibly next week. 
That is on the bill S. 1560. There we go to 
great pains to make it clear that we expect 
the basic and appreciable public service em
ployment to stand on its own two feet rather 
than utilize the cover of this bill to bring it 
in through the back door. 

Mr. President, I yield myself 1 more minute. 
That is our intention, and I join the Sen

ator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELsoN) in affirm
ing that we will do our utmost to see that 
this intention is reflected also in whatever 
report comes on the manpower training bill. 

Further, I wish /to point out that the 
title of this bill is "Job Training and Com-
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munity Services Act of 1973." That also is 
clearly the fundamental thrust of the bill. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. DoMINICK) wishes to be recognized in 
connection with the bill. He is momen
t arily not available. For that reason I would 
suggest that perhaps the Senator from Wis
consin can yield some time. If not, I will ask 
f.J r a quorum call. 

E M PLOYMENT SITUATION OF VIETNAM ERA 
VETERANS: SECOND QUARTER 1973 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 

Washington, D.C., July 20, 1973. 
The employment situation for Vietnam 

Era veterans continued to show little change 
in the second quarter of 1973, according to 
the Department of Labor's Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. At 6.0 percent, the seasonally ad
justed unemployment rate for veterans 20-29 
years old has not changed materially for 
three consecutive quarters nor has it been 
higher than the ra.te for nonveterans in the 
same ages. The jobless rate for veterans and 
nonveterans in ages 30-34 has been much 
lower-about 2¥2 percent for both groups 
in the second quarter. Consequently, atten
tion remains focused on the younger vet
erans. (See table 1.) 

On a seasonally adjusted basis, 4.1 mil
lion veterans 20-29 years old were employed 
and 260,000 were unemployed. Compared with 
a year earlier, their employment has ex
panded by 250,000, absorbing all of the in
crease in the labor force and reducing the 
number unemployed by 60,000 and their job
less rate by 1.7 percentage points. 

The lower unemployment rate and its re
cent steadiness is attributable not only to the 
improved job market, but in part also to the 
changing age composition of the veterans. 
While the number of young men being dis
charged from military service has been 
shrinking, the number of veterans out of the 
service for several years has been growing. 

Thus, a smaller proportion of Vietnam Era 
veterans of all ages now are 20-24 years old 
where the unemployment rate is consider
ably higher than for the older veterans. In 
the second quarter of 1973, the seasonally ad
justed rate for these younger veterans was 
9.4 percent compared with 4.1 percent for 
those 25-29 years old. 

In contrast with the jobless rate for older 
veterans which is usually equal to or lower 
than that for older nonveterans, a consider
able difference still remains between the 
higher rate of the younger veterans compared 
with nonveterans 20-24 years old. Accounting 
for some of the difference is the fact that 
young nonveterans have been in the job mar
ket longer than the recently returned vet
erans and thus are better established in jobs. 
Also, unemployment insurance payments are 
available to Vietnam Era veterans, regardless 
of prior civilian work experience. This helps 
to soften the impact of joblessness and may 
influence some veterans to continue search
ing for work until they find the "right" job. 
On the other hand, many young nonveterans 
may not have enough wage credits to qualify 
for unemployment compensation while they 
look for work and may feel pressed to take 
any job available. 

The unemployment rate for 20-29 year-old 
veterans of Negro and other minority races, 
at 11.0 percent not seasonally adjusted, was 
not significantly changed from that of the 
first quarter of 1973 or of a year ago. The 
jobless rate for Negro veterans was not ma
terially different from that for Negro nonvet
erans (10.5 percent), but was considerably 
higher than for white veterans (5.3 percent). 
It is difficult to estimate precisely the Negro
white differences because the unemployment 
data for Negroes are based on very small 
sample numbers and are subject to large 
sampling errors. Nevertheless, the Negro
white differences for the young group (20-24) 
have generally been greater than for men 
25-29. (See table 2.) 

Other highlights for the second quarter of 
1973 include the following: 

Unemployment ra.tes for both veterans and 
nonveterans were lowest in the Southern and 
North Central States, similar to the pattern 
for all other men in the labor force. (See 
table 3.) 

About one-fourth of the unemployed vet
erans had been looking for work for 15 weeks 
or more, an improvement over the propor
tion a year ago. (See table 4.) 

A greater proportion of unemploye!i vet
erans than unemployed nonveterans were 
reentering the labor force. Unemployed vet
erans and nonveterans were equally likely 
to be on layoff, but veterans were somewhat 
less likely to have lost a job for such other 
reasons as dismissal, plant closing, or ex
piration of a temporary job. (See table 5.) 

For veterans and nonveterans who were 
not in the labor force , attendance in school 
was by far the most important reason for 
neither working nor seeking work. (See table 
6.) 

TABLES 

· 1. Employment status of male Vietnam Era 
veterans and nonveterans 20 to 34 years old. 

2. Employment status of xnale Vietnam Era 
veterans and nonveterans 20 to 29 years old, 
by race. 

3. Employment status of male Vietnam Era 
veterans and nonveterans 20 to 29 years old, 
by region, age, and race. 

4. Duration of unemployment of male 
Vietnam Era veterans and nonveterans 20 
to 34 years old, by age. 

5. Reasons for unemployment of male 
Vietnam Era veterans and nonveterans 20 to 
34 years old, by age. 

6. Reasons for nonparticipation in labor 
force for male Vietnam Era veterans and 
nonveterans 20 to 34 years old, by age. 

7. Employment status of male Vietnam Era 
veterans and nonveterans 20 to 29 years old, 
January 1970 to June 1973. 

TABLE !.- EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF MALE VIETNAM ERA VETERA NS AND NONVETERANS 20 TO 34 YEARS OLD , QU.;RTERLY AVERAGES 

!Numbers in thousands) 

Seasonally adjusted 

Employment status 2d 1973 1st 1973 4th 1972 3d 1972 2d 1972 2d 19"73 1st 1973 4th 1972 3d 1972 2d 1972 

VETERANS I 
Total, 20 to 29 years: 

4, 680 4, 663 4, 636 4, 574 4, 515 4, 860 4, 663 4, 636 4, 574 4, 515 Civilian noninstitutional population 2 _____________ _____ _ 
Civilian Labor force _________ ________ ________ _____ 4, 365 4, 286 4, 306 4, 285 4,174 4, 366 4, 330 4, 322 4, 234 4, 176 

Employed. ___________ ---- _____ ------ - - --- - - 4, 112 3, 984 4, 065 4, 005 3, 862 4, 104 4, 078 4, 055 3, 931 3, 853 
Unemployed_ ------- _________ --- ___ ---- --- -- 254 302 241 280 312 262 252 267 303 322 Unemployment rate _______ ___ ___________ ____ _ 5. 8 7. 0 5. 6 6. 5 7. 5 6. 0 5. 8 6. 2 7. 2 7. 7 

20 to 24 years: 
1, 712 1, 792 1, 861 1, 913 1, 967 1, 712 1, 792 1, 861 1, 913 1, 967 Civilian noninstitutional population '--------------- ----

Civilian labor force. __ ----------------------- - -- - 1, 567 1, 611 1, 680 1, 752 1, 788 1, 568 1, 628 1, 688 1, 728 1, 789 

~!f~!:~~~di~t=iit~~~======================== 
1, 427 1, 429 1, 530 1, 581 1, 606 1, 420 1, 475 1, 527 1, 544 1, 598 

141 182 150 171 182 148 153 161 183 190 
9. 0 11.3 8. 9 9. 7 10.2 9. 4 9. 4 9. 5 10.6 10. 6 

25 to 29 years: 
2, 968 2, 871 2, 775 2, 661 2, 549 2, 968 2, 871 2, 775 2, 661 2, 549 Civilian noninstitutional population a ___________________ 

Civilian labor force __ ---- -_ ---------------------- 2, 798 2, 675 2, 626 2, 533 2, 387 2, 798 2, 702 2, 634 2, 507 2, 387 
Employed. ___ -------------------- ---- ------ 2, 685 2, 555 2, 535 2, 424 2, 256 2, 684 2, 603 2, 528 2, 387 2, 255 
Unemployed ___________ _____ __ ______ -- -_--- - 113 120 91 109 130 114 99 106 120 132 
Unemployment rate ____________ ---------- --- - 4. 0 4. 5 3. 5 4. 3 5.5 4. 1 3. 7 4. 0 4. 8 5. 5 

Total , 30 to 34 years: 
974 885 801 730 658 974 885 801 730 658 Civilian noninstitutional population : _____ ____ ____ __ ___ _ 

Civilian labor force ____________ _____ ___ __ ___ __ ___ 942 857 775 709 638 947 861 767 708 642 

5~f~~~~~ed ~ = ====== = = = = = = ==== == = ==== ==== === 
920 825 749 691 622 924 834 739 687 625 

22 32 26 18 17 23 27 28 20 17 
Unemployment rate __________ ----------- ---- - 2. 3 3. 7 3. 4 2.6 2. 6 2. 4 3. 1 3. 6 2. 9 2. 6 

NONVETERANS 
Total. 20 to 29 years: 

10,670 10, 470 10, 262 10, 120 9, 930 10, 670 10, 470 10, 262 10, 120 9, 930 Civilian noninstitutional population ~--------------- ----
Civilian labor force _---------- -------- --- -------- 9, 396 8, 993 8, 852 9, 088 8,604 9, 398 9, 217 8, 793 8, 778 8, 604 

u~f~!~~~~i~~= ~i~~=-=:======================= 
8, 844 8, 370 8, 334 8, 543 8, 006 8, 832 8, &&8 8, 403 8, 218 7, 994 

551 623 518 545 598 566 549 570 560 609 
5. 9 6. 9 5. 8 6. 0 7. 0 6. 0 6.0 6. 3 6. 4 7.1 

20 to 24 years: 
6, 559 6, 392 6, 236 6, 113 5, 980 6, 559 6, 392 6, 236 6, 113 5, 980 Civilian noninstitutional population 2 _________________ _ _ 

Civilian labor force .----------------------------- 5, 506 5, 139 5, 058 5, 276 4, 860 5, 500 5, 335 5, 190 4, 971 4, 853 

~~!~~:~~~iit=~;t~=-=~=== ======= ==== = ==== == = = 
5,110 4, 721 4, 675 4, 869 4, 421 5, 098 4, 979 4, 765 4, 560 4, 410 

~96 418 383 407 439 402 376 425 411 443 
7.2 8.1 7.6 7. 7 9.0 7. 3 7. 0 8. 2 8. 3 9. 1 

25 to 29 years: 
4, 111 4, 078 4, 026 4, 007 3, 950 4, 111 4, 078 4, 026 4, 007 3, 950 Civilian noninstitutional population 2 _________________ _ .: 

Civilian labor force .---- --- ------------ ---------- 3, 890 3, 854 3, 794 3, 812 3, 744 3, 898 3, 862 3, 783 3, 807 3, 751 

5~f~~~~~ed: :: =:: : : ::::::::::: ::: : : :::::::: 
3, 734 3,649 3,659 3,674 3, 585 3, 734 3, 689 3, 638 3, 658 3,585 

155 205 135 138 159 164 173 145 149 166 
Unemployment rate __ -- - - -- - - ------- - ------- 4.0 5.3 3.6 3.6 4.2 4.2 4. 5 3.8 3:9 4.4 

Footnotes at end o! table. 
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TABlE I.-EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF MALE VIETNAM ERA VETERANS AND NONVETERANS 20 TO 34 YEARS OLD, QUARTERLY AVERAGES-Continued 

[Numbers in thousands] 

Seasonally adjusted 

Employment status 2d 1973 1st 1973 4th 1972 3d 1972 2d 1972 2d 1973 1st 1973 4th 1972 3d 1972 2d 1972 

NONVETERANS 
Tot<d, 30 to 34 years: 

3, 584 3, 520 3, 462 3,425 3, 401 3, 584 3, 520 3, 462 Civilian noninstitutional population 2 ___________________ 3, 425 3, 401 
Civilian labor force_----------------------------- 3,448 3, 382 3, 329 3,300 3,271 3, 457 3, 375 3, 326 3, 305 3, 280 

5~f~o:r~~eii= ==== == = == == ========= == === ====== 
3, 365 3, 265 3, 245 3,209 3,177 3, 368 3, 274 3, 239 3, 204 3, 180 

82 117 84 91 94 89 101 87 101 100 
Unemployment rate __ --------- - ------------- 2.4 3. 5 2.5 2. 8 2.9. 2.6 3. 0 2.6 3. 0 3.0 

1 Vietnam Era veterans are those who served after Aug. 4, 1964; they are all classified as war 
veterans. About 75 percent of the Vietnam Era veterans of all ages were 20 to 29 years old and 16 
percent were 30 to 34 years old in the 2d quarter of 1973. Post-Korean-peacetime veterans are not 
included in this table. 

2 Since seasonal variations are not present in the population figures, identical numbers appear in 
the unadjusted and seasonally adjusted columns. 

Note: Because of rounding, sums of individual items may not equal totals. Rates are based on 
unrounded numbers. Data are subject to sampling variability which may be relatively large in cases 
where numbers are small. Therefore, differences between numbers or percents based on them may 
not be significant. For a detailed explanation of the reliability of estimates, including standard error 
tables, see the Technical Note in the December 1972 issue of "Employment and Earning~." 

TABLE 2.-EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF MALE VIETNAM ERA VETERANS AND NONVETERANS 20 TO 29 YEARS OLD, BY RACE, QUA~TERLY AVERAGES 

[Numbers in thousands) 

White Negro and other races 

Employment status 2d 1973 1st 1973 4th 1972 3d 1972 2d 1972 2d 1973 1st 1973 4th 1972 3d 1972 2d 1972 

VETERANS 1 
Total, 20 to 29 years: 

Civilian noninstitutional population ___ - ---------------- 4,199 4, 216 4,190 - 4,135 4,102 481 447 446 439 413 Civilian labor force ______________________________ 3, 937 3, 901 3, 902 3, 886 3, 799 428 385 404 400 375 Employed ___________________ ------ _________ 3, 731 3, 640 3, 694 3, 663 3, 535 381 344 371 342 327 
Unemployed _________ --------_------------ __ 207 262 208 223 264 47 40 33 58 48 
Unemployment rate __________ -------- ________ 5.3 6. 7 5.3 5. 7 7.0 11.0 10.4 8. 2 14.5 12.7 

20 to 24 years: 
Civilian noninstitutional population ____________________ 1, 478 1, 595 1, 670 1, 706 1, 748 234 197 191 207 219 

Civilian labor force __________ -------- ____________ 1, 359 1, 437 1, 511 I, 572 I, 595 208 I74 I69 I80 193 Employed __________________________________ I, 353 1, 82I I, 377 I, 434 I, 442 174 I48 I 53 I47 164 Unemployed __ ______________________________ I07 156 I34 138 I 53 34 26 I6 33 29 Unemployment rate __________________________ 7.9 IO. 9 8.9 8. 8 9. 0 I6. 3 14.9 9. 5 18.5 15.I 
25 to 29 years: 

Civilian noninstitutional population __ ------------------ 2, 721 2, 621 2, 520 2, 429 2, 354 247 250 255 232 I95 Civilian labor force ______________________________ 2, 578 2, 464 2, 391 2, 3I4 2, 205 220 211 235 220 182 Employed ________ ------ ____________________ 2, 478 2, 359 2, 3I7 2, 229 2, 093 207 196 218 195 164 Unemployed ________________________________ IOO I06 74 85 112 I3 I4 17 25 I9 Unemployment rate ______________ ------ ______ 3.9 4.3 3.1 3. 7 5.1 5. 9 6.6 7. 2 11.2 10.2 

NON VETERANS 
Total, 20 to 29 years: 

9, 29I 9, I23 8, 960 Civilian noninstitutional population ___ ___ __ __ __________ 8, 839 8, 652 1, 379 1, 347 1, 302 I, 281 I, 278 
Civilian labor force ____ _________ --- -- --- _________ 8, 230 7, 89I 7, 756 7, 970 7, 539 1, 166 1, 102 I, 096 1, 118 1, 065 

Employed _________ ------ ______ ---- - - _______ 7, 799 7, 394 7, 334 7, 548 7, 053 1, 045 976 I, 000 994 953 

~~:~~:~~~e-rif rate~~======================== 429 497 422 42I 486 122 126 96 I24 112 
5. 2 6. 3 5.4 5.3 6.4 10.5 11.4 8.8 11.1 10.5 

20 to 24 years: 
5, 726 5, 555 5, 417 Civilian noninstitutional population ___________ --------_ 5, 322 5, 220 833 837 819 791 761 

Civilian labor force _____ ------------------------- 4, 837 4, 500 4, 401 4, 607 4, 263 669 639 657 669 597 Employed _____________________ __ ----------- 4, 530 4, 163 4, 089 4, 291 3, 913 580 558 586 577 508 Unemployed ___ _____________________________ 307 337 312 315 350 89 81 71 92 89 
Unemployment rate ___________ ------------ ___ 6. 3 7. 5 7.1 6.8 8. 2 13.3 12.7 10.8 13.8 14.9 

25 to 29 years: 
3, 565 3, 568 3, 543 3, 517 Civilian noninstitutional population_------ - - ___________ 3, 433 546 510 483 490 517 

Civilian labor force __ ---------------------------_ 3, 393 3, 391 3, 355 3, 363 3, 277 497 463 439 449 467 Employed __________________________________ 3, 269 3, 231 3, 245 3, 257 3, 14{) 465 418 414 4I7 444 Unemployed _____________ ---------- _________ 122 160 110 106 136 33 45 25 32 23 Unemployment rate __________________________ 3.6 4. 7 3.3 3.2 4.2 6.6 9. 7 5. 7 7. 2 4. 9 

I See footnote 1, table 1. Note: See note, table 1. 

TABLE 3.-EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF MALE VIETNAM ERA VETERANS AND NONVETERANS 20 TO 29 YEARS OLD, BY REGION, AGE, AND RACE, SECOND QUARTER AVERAGES, I973 

(Numbers in thousands] 

Veterans 1 Nonveterans 

North North 
Employment status and race Total Northeast Central South West Total Northeast Central South West 

Total, 20 to 29 years: 
Civilian noninstitutional population __ ------ ____________ 4,680 999 1, 370 1, 404 905 IO, 670 2,581 2, 969 3, 265 I, 855 Civilian labor force ______________________________ 4,365 933 I, 278 I, 315 840 9,396 2,180 2, 644 2, 944 1, 628 Employed _______________ ------ ___ ---------- 4,112 867 1, 2I3 1, 269 763 8, 844 2, 026 2, 497 2, 824 1, 496 Unemployed ______________________ ----- _____ 254 66 65 46 77 551 154 I46 120 132 Unemployment rate ________ ------ ____________ 5.8 7.1 5.1 3.5 9.2 5.9 7.1 5. 5 4.1 8.1 

20 to 24 years: 
Civilian noninstitutional population_------------------- 1, 712 352 520 524 315 6, 559 1, 586 I, 833 2, 011 1,1:9 Civilian labor force ______________________________ 1, 567 323 475 486 282 5, 506 1, 257 1, 563 1, 738 948 Employed __________________________________ 1, 427 287 441 460 238 5,110 1,152 1, 453 1, 646 859 Unemployed _________________________ ------_ 141 36 34 27 44 396 105 110 92 89 Unemployment rate __________________________ 9.0 11.1 7.2 5.6 15.6 7.2 8.4 7.0 5.3 9.4 

25 to 29 years: 
Civilian noninstitutional population __ ----------- _______ 2, 968 647 850 880 590 4, lll 995 1,135 1, 254 727 Civilian labor force ______________________________ 2, 798 610 802 829 557 3, 890 923 1, 081 1, 206 680 

Employed ____ -------------------------- ____ 2, 685 580 771 809 524 3, 734 874 1, 045 1,178 637 Unemployed ____________________ ------ ______ 113 30 31 20 33 155 49 36 28 43 
Unemployment rate ___________________ ------- 4.0 4.9 3.9 2.4 5.9 4.0 5.3 3.3 2.3 6. 3 

Total, 30 to 34 years: 
C.ivilian noninstitutional population_-------------- - ---- 974 219 239 312 204 3,584 829 997 1, 169 589 Civilian labor force _____________________ ------- __ 942 215 232 303 192 3, 448 792 965 1, 130 560 Employed __________________ ----------- _____ 920 209 227 296 188 3,365 766 946 1,111 543 Unemployed __________________ -------------- 22 6 5 7 4 82 26 19 19 18 Unemployment rate ____________________ ------ 2.3 2.8 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.4 3.3 2. 0 1.7 3. 2 
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Veterans 1 Nonveterans 

Employment status and race Total Northeast 
North 

Central South West 
North 

Total Northeast Central South West 

Wh ite , 20 to 29 years : 
Civilian noninstitutional population __ -- --------------~~ 4, 199 920 1, 264 1, 185 829 9, 291 2, 343 2, 666 2, 618 1, 663 Civil ian labor force __ ___ __ ------- _______________ ;- 3,937 865 1,187 1, 116 770 8,230 1, 997 2, 390 2, 372 1, 470 

5~~o~~~ea:==============================~ 3, 731 809 1,135 1, 082 706 7, 799 1, 8b4 2, 282 2, 296 1, 357 207 57 52 35 64 429 133 108 75 114 Unemployment rate __ _____ ___ ___ ___ _________ .; 5.3 6. 6 4.4 3. 1 8. 3 5. 2 6. 7 4. 5 3. 2 7. 8 Negro and other races, 20 to 29 years: 
481 79 106 219 n Civilian noninstitutional population _____ _______ _______ .; 1,379 238 303 647 192 Civilian labor force ___ ---- - - --- __ ___ - - -- - ___ ----- 428 68 91 199 70 1,166 183 254 572 157 

Employed ___ _____ - - ------- - - - --- -- -- ------- 381 58 78 187 57 1, 045 162 215 528 139 Unemployed ________ -- -- - - ----- ---- - __ ------ 47 9 13 12 12 122 21 39 44 18 Unemployment rate __ __________ - - - - -- - ----- -- 11.0 (2) 14.3 6.0 (2) 10.5 11.5 15.4 7. 7 11.5 

1 See footnote 1, table 1. 
2 Rate not sllown where base is less than 75,000. 

Note: See note, table 1. 

TABLE .4.-DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT OF MALE VIETNAM ERA VETERANS AND NONVETERANS 20 TO 34 YEARS OLD, 2D QUARTER AVERAGES, 1972 AND 1973 

[Percent distribution] 

Total, 20 to 29 years 20 to 24 years 25 to 29 years 30 to 34 years 

Duration of 11nemployment 2d 1973 2d 1972 2d 1973 2d 1972 2d 1973 2d 1972 2d 1973 2d 1972 

VETERANS t 
Total unemployed: 

254 312 141 182 113 130 22 17 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 (2) (") 

Number (in thousands) ___ ___ - - - --------------- --- - - -- -Percent_ __ __________________________ ______ ___ __ ___ _ ._ 

45.3 40. 5 45.4 38.7 45. 1 43. 1 -- ------- - - ---- - -- - ------- - -31.9 28.6 31.9 31.5 31.9 24.6 --- - -- -- - --- - ----- - ---------22. 8 30.9 22.7 29.8 23.0 32.3 - -------- -- ------ -- - - -------

------~------~------~------~--------------------------------
Less than 5 weeks--- - - - ------ ----- ------ - --- - - - ------ ----- - ---- -
5 to 14 weeks __ __ _____ ____ - - _- - ---- - - ---- --- -- - - - - - - --- - - _- -- -- -
15 weeks and over_·---- - ---------------- -- ---------------- - -----

NONVETERANS ====================================================================== 
551 598 396 439 155 159 82 94 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Total unemployed: 
Number (in thousands) ____ ---------------- ---- ---- - - - -
Percent_ __ - --- - ------------------------ --- -- - ------- -

49. 9 45.9 51.6 50.0 45.5 34.6 39.0 29. 8 
26. 9 24.8 27.8 24.4 24.4 25. 8 30.5 27.7 
23.2 29.3 20.5 25.6 30.1 39.6 30.5 42. 6 

Less than 5 weeks __ __ _ ------ __ ________ ----- _____ ------ __ __ __ ___ _ 
5 to 14 weeks ___ ___ __ _______ ____ ______ -- ________ ---- ___ - --- -----
15 weeks and over-------- -- -- -- -- - ----------------- ---- -- - -- ----

1 See footnote 1, table 1. 
2 Percent not shown where base is less than 75,000. 

Note: See note, table 1. 

TABLE 5.-REASONS FOR UNEMPLOYMENT OF MALE VIETNAM ERA VETERANS AND NONVETERANS 20 TO 34 YEARS OLD, BY AGE, SECOND QUARTER AVERAGES, 1972 AND 1973 

(Percent distribution] 

Total, 20 to 29 years 20 to 24 years 25 to 29 years 30 to 34 years 

Reason for unemployment 2d 1973 2d 1972 2d 1973 2d 1972 2d 1973 2d 1972 2d 1973 2d 1972 

VETERANS 1 

254 312 141 182 113 130 22 17 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 (2) (2) 

Total unemployed: 
Number (in thousands) __ ------- - -------- -- --------- -- -
PercenL ____ __ __ ____ ___ -------- - _______ -- - - - ---- _ -- __ 

-----------------------------------------------------------------42.1 45.2 34. 0 38.1 51.8 55.0 ---- - ----- ---------- -- - - ----10.6 11.5 5.0 6.6 17. 5 18. 3 ------ - ------- - ----- - ------ -31.5 33.7 29.1 31.5 34.2 36.6 ------ - - - - - - -- ---------- - ---16.9 12.5 15. 6 13.8 18. 4 10. 7 --------- - ----- -------------40.9 42.3 50. 4 48.1 29. 8 34.4 ---------------- - --------- --34.6 34.6 41.1 38.1 27.2 29.8 ----------------------- - ----6.3 7. 7 9. 2 9.9 .2.6 4. 6 -------------------------

Lost last job ___ ___ ----- - ___ _________ ____ -------_- - - - - -- -- - - -- __ _ 
On layoff __________ ___ ____ ___ · ______ ---- - -- - - - -- - - - - -- - ---_--
Other job Jos&s ________ ____________ _ --- ---- __ _ ----------- -- -

left last job ____ __ __ _____ ----------- _______ -- - --- - - - - __ - - - - -- -- -
Entered labor force ___ _____ ------ ____ --- - ----- - ---- ---- - --- - -- -- _ 

Reentered labor force ______ ___ ___ -------- - -------- __ ___ _ -----
Never worked before __ - ------ - - - ----------------------------

================================================== 
NON VETERANS 

Total unemployed: 
Number (in thousands) ___ ---- - -------- - -- - ------- - ----
Percent_ ___ ------- __ _______ ------------ ___ - --- -------

551 598 396 439 155 159 82 94 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 ----------------------------------------------------------------

Lost last job_-- ---- - -_ - - - --- - -- _____ -- __ ---- - -_ -- - ---- - ----- - -- -
On layoff ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ - -----_----_ - -- - ------ --- - - - ------ -
Other job losers __ ___ - ---- -- _____ -----_-- -- - ----- - - --- ----- --

Left last job _____ _____ ___ _ - -- - -- __ ___ ---- -- _-------- __ _ -- --- - __ _ 
Entered labor force _____ ___ _ - - - ----- ________ ___ ----- -- - ------- - __ 

Reentered labor force ____ ___ ______ -----_----- - -- - -- ------ - - --
Never worked before _____ - --- - ------ -- - - ------ -- - ----- ------

48.6 50.2 41.2 44.6 67.3 65. 4 68.7 76. 6 
12.2 9.4 9.1 7. 7 19.9 13. 8 25.3 25. 3 
36.5 40.8 32.1 36.9 47.4 51.6 43. 4 51.1 
18.5 14. 2 20.2 14.1 14. 7 14.5 15. 7 12.8 
32.8 35. 6 38.6 41.2 17.9 20. 1 15.7 10. 6 
26. 7 30.3 30.3 34.2 17.3 18.9 15.7 9.6 
6.0 5. 5 8.3 7.1 .6 1. 3 --- -- - ------- - 1.1 

1 See footnote 1, table 1. 
2 Percent not shown where base is Jess than 75,000. 

Note: See note, table L 
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TABLE G.-REASONS FOR NONPARTICIPATION IN LABOR FORCE FOR MALE VIETNAM ERA VETERANS AND NON VETERANS 20 TO 34 YEARS OLD, BY AGE, SECOND QUARTER AVERAGES, 1972 
AND 1973 

jPercent distribution) 

Total, 20 to 29 years 20 to 24 years 25 to 29 years 30 to 34 years 

Reason for non participation 2d 1973 2d 1972 2d 1973 2d 1972 2d 1973 2d 1972 2d 1973 2d 1972 

VETERANS I 

314 341 144 179 169 162 32 22 
100.0 100.0 100.0 

Total not in labor force: 
Numbe( {in thousands)._- -----------------------------

100.0 100.0 100.0 (2) (2) Percent_ _____________ ---- ___ ------- __ ----------------
------------------------------------------------------~------~ 

64.3 67.3 62.5 61.5 66.1 
13. 7 · 11.7 13.9 12.3 13.1 
9.2 7.0 6.9 6.1 11.3 

16.2 17.5 20.1 21.8 12.5 
2.2 1.8 2.1· 2.2 2.4 

In schooL ____________ -------~--------- -------- ---------- -------
Want job now 3----------------------------------------------

lll health or disability ________________ : ______ _ --------------------

~~i~~~i~~~~~ijbl~ ~~iiifjcili~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~==:================= - :~ t =--~~==-\\--\~--:-_:-_:-_:-_ 
8.0 6.4 8.3 8.4 7.7 

All other __ ----------------------------------------------------=-============================~~~~:;;::;;:;;;;:;;::;;:;;; 

NONVETERANS 

1, 275 1, 326 1, 053 1,120 222 206 136 129 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Total not in labor force: 
Number (in thousands) __ ------------------------------

100.0 100.0 100.0 

72.6 72.8 80.1 77.9 36.9 44.9 19.9 20. 2 

Percent_ _____ -----~------------------------------ --------~~--~~----~~--~~----~--------------------~ 
In school __________________ -------------------------------------

Want job now 3 __________________ ------- __ ------- __ ----------

111 health or disability-- ------------------------------------------

~~i ~~si~ep~~~~~~~ rg~iiif ]ob = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = ==== = =: 
All other _______ ------- __ ---------------------------------------

1 See footnote 1, table 1. 
2 Percent not shown where base is less than 74,000. 
a Included in "In school." 

14.7 
9.4 

11.4 
2.7 
3.8 

12.1 . 17.3 
8.1 5.1 

12.0 9.0 
3.0 2.4 
4.1 3. 4 

Note: See note, table 1. 

13.0 8.6 6.8 5. 9 2. 3 
5. 2 29.7 23.7 45.6 48.1 

11.2 22.5 16.4 16.2 24.0 
2.6 4. 5 5.8 5.1 2. 3 
3.2 6.3 9. 2 13.2 5.4 

TABLE 7.-EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF MALE VIETNAM-ERA VETERANS AND NONVETERANS 20 TO 29 YEARS OLD, 1970- 73 

!Numbers in thousands) 

Civilian labor force Civilian labor force (seasonally adjusted) 

Civilian Unemployed Unemployed 
noninsti-

tutional Percent of Percent of Percent of 

Year and month population Number population Employed Number labor force Number Employed Number labor force 

VETERANS I 

Annual·average: 
2, 705 2, 512 92.9 2,399 113 4. 5 ------------1969 _____ --- ------------------- ----------------------------------------

1970 __ - ------------------------ 3, 436 3, 187 92.8 2, 968 219 6,9 ----------------------------------------------- ... --------
1971_-- ------------------------ 4, 057 3, 714 91.6 3,388 326 ~: ~ ==::::::::::::::::::::::::: ==:: :: = == ::::: = ::::: = = = == = = == 1972_------ -------------------- 4, 538 4,206 92.7 3,898 308 

1970: 
2, 886 92.7 January _________ ----- _______ --_ 3,113 2, 710 176 6.1 2, 916 2, 769 147 5.0 

February _______________________ 3,174 2, 926 92.2 2,698 228 7.8 2, 961 2, 778 183 6. 2 
March ______________ ---------- __ 3, 234 2, 997 92.7 2, 803 194 6. 5 3, 036 2, 870 166 5. 5 
ApriL ______________ ; _______ ---- 3, 302 3, 066 92.9 2,868 198 6. 5 3, 091 2, 893 198 6.4 

May ___ ------------------------ 3, 352 3, lll 92.8 2, 915 196 6.3 3,127 2, 918 209 6. 7 
June ____________________ ------- 3, 409 3, 204 94.0 3,009 195 6.1 3,164 2,956 208 6.6 

July _____ --- __ ----_------ _-- --- 3, 458 3, 291 95.2 3, 055 236 7.2 3, 228 2, 990 238 7.4 
August_ __________ _______ __ ----- 3, 523 3, 295 93.5 3,090 205 6.2 3, 253 3, 028 225 6.9 
September----- ___ __ --------_--- 3, 584 3, 322 92.7 3,124 198 6.0 3, 297 3,074 223 6.8 

October __ ---------------------- 3,633 3, 312 91.2 3,104 208 6.3 3, 342 3,098 244 7.3 
November _______________ ------- 3, 702 3,401 91.9 3, llO 291 8.6 3, 420 3,113 307 9.0 

December __ -------------------- 3, 752 3,437 91.6 3,130 307 8.9 3,453 3,115 338 9. 8 

1971: 
3,416 January_-- ---- ______ ----------- 3, 752 91.0 3,050 366 10.7 3,424 3,117 307 9.0 

February_ ------- ______ --------_ 3, 807 3,472 91.2 3, 091 381 11.0 3, 485 3,180 305 8.8 
March ____ ____ ------ ___ --------- 3, 867 3,490 90.2 3,120 370 10.6 3, 509 3,192 317 9.0 

ApriL ___ ----------------------- 3,929 3, 563 90.7 3,248 315 8.8 3, 591 3, 276 315 8.8 

May ___ ------------------------ 3, 983 3, 608 90.6 3,297 3ll 8.6 3,633 3, 302 331 9.1 

June ____ ----------------------- 4, 032 3, 699 91.7 3, 399 300 8.1 3, 662 3, 341 321 8. 8 

July ______ --------------------- 4, 089 3, 815 93.3 3, 502 313 8.2 3, 747 3, 428 319 8. 5 
August_ _____ -- ______ ---- __ -_--- 4,142 3, 855 93.1 3, 533 322 8.4 3, 816 3, 464 352 9.2 
September ________ • ____ -- __ -- ___ 4, 206 3, 863 91.8 3, 541 322 8. 3 3, 849 3, 485 364 9. 5 

October_----- ------------------ 4, 252 3, 876 91.2 3, 606 270 7. 0 3, 913 3, 592 321 8. 2 
November ___________ ----------- 4, 293 3, 937 91.7 3, 616 321 8.2 3, 951 3, 616 335 8. 5 

December ___ ------------------- 4, 334 3, 979 91.8 3, 656 323 8.1 3, 992 3, 641 351 8.8 

1972 : 3, 974 90.7 3, 574 January _____________ .. ___ .----_ 4, 380 400 10.1 3, 990 3, 652 338 8. 5 

February ____ ---------------- ___ 4, 436 4, 086 92.1 3, 690 396 9. 7 4, ll1 3, 798 313 7. 6 
March _____ ._-----_--._---- __ --- 4, 470 4,112 92.0 3, 710 402 9.8 4, 142 3, 796 346 8. 4 

April. ____ .-------------------- 4, 498 4, 127 91.8 3, 783 344 8.3 4, 154 3, 813 341 8. 2 

May ____ ----------------------- 4, 519 4, 166 92.2 3, 854 312 7. 5 4,190 3, 862 328 7. 8 

June __ ---- .. -.----------------- 4, 529 4, 230 93.4 3, 950 280 6.6 4,183 3, 885 298 7. 1 

July ___ ---- ------------ - ------ - 4, 551 4, 280 94.0 3, 979 301 7. 0 4, 201 3, 895 306 7. 3 

~~~t~s~-lier--~== :::::::::::::::::: 
4, 574 4, 293 93.9 3, 993 300 7.0 4, 247 3, 918 329 7. 7 
4, 596. 4, 283 93.2 4, 043 240 5. 6 4, 255 3, 981 274 6. 4 

October __ --------- __ ----------- 4, 624 4, 281 92. 6 4, 045 236 5. 5 4, 310 4, 026 284 6.6 

November-------------------- -- 4, 636 4, 307 92.9 4, 050 257 6.0 4, 318 4, 052 266 6. 2 

December_------ ---------.----- 4,648 4, 330 93.2 4, 099 231 5.3 4, 338 4, 087 251 5.8 

1973: 
4, 295 92.0 3, 993 January ____ ----- _______________ 4, 666 302 7.0 4,334 4, 080 254 5. 9 

February _______________________ 4, 656 4, 274 91.8 3, 965 309 7.2 4, 322 4, 075 247 5. 7 
March _______ ------ ____ --.------ 4, 665 4, 286 91.9 3, 992 294 6.9 4, 333 4, 079 254 5. 9 

April __ ------------------------ 4,675 4, 340 92.8 4, 069 271 6.2 4, 370 4, 101 269 6. 2 

May_--- ----------------------- 4, 681 4, 325 92.4 4, 081 244 5.6 4, 349 4, 093 256 5.9 

June ______ -----_._------------- 4, 682 4,430 94.6 4,185 245 5.5 4,380 4,118 262 6.0 
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Civilian labor force Civilian labor force (seasonally adjusted) 

Unemployed Unemployed 

Year and month 

Civilian 
noninsti

tutional 
population Number 

Percent of 
population Employed 

Percent of 
Number labor force Number Employed Number 

Percent of 
labor force 

NONVETERANS 

An nual average: 
1969.-------- ------------------
1970_ ---------------- ----------
1971 ... -- ----------------------
1972.------- - -- ------ --------- -

1970 : 
January __ • __ ••• _. ___ ._ •• __ •.•. _ 
February_. __________ •• __ ••• __ ._ 
March .• __________ ___ ___ •.• ____ _ 
ApriL ___ • ____ - - --------- ______ _ 
May ____ __ __ ____ -------- - ------
] une. _ ... __ ... -- __ --.-----.----
July __ ____ __ ___ - -- - --- - - ______ _ 
August_ .-------- ______ ---------
September- - - ------ __ __________ _ 
October ________ ___ __________ ---
November _______________ . __ . .. _ 
December ____ ___ ______________ -

1971: 
January ___________ .------------
Febuary ___________ • __________ _ 
March. __________ ---------------
ApriL •. ------------------------May ________________ _ • ________ _ 
June _____ • ___ ____ ______ --------

July ___ -----------------------
August- - ------ _________ --------
September----------------------October ______________________ !._ 

November. ___ ___ • ________ ------
December ___ .• ------ _____ ------

1972: January _______________________ _ 

February ___ ---------- - ___ ._- •. -
March----- _____________ __ ------
April ____ _________ ------- .•.. ---
May ___ ------- ----- ------------June ________ _____________ __ • __ _ 
July ___ _____________ _______ --_-
August..-------- _______ ... ____ _ 
September--------- -------------
October __ -------.----- -------- -
November----------- ---- ----- -
December __________ ------------

1973: January ____________ . ________ __ _ 
February _____________ _________ _ 
March------ _____ ._--_---- __ •. --April ________________ _________ ._ 

May __ -------------- -----------
June _______ --------- -----------

t See footnote 1, table 1. 

8, 522 
8, 885 
9, 391 

10,007 

8, 680 
8, 722 
8, 740 
8,764 
8, 818 
8, 862 
8, 905 
8, 933 
8, 992 
9, 033 
9, 066 
9,106 

9,179 
9, 209 
9, 240 
9,280 
9, 317 
9, 405 
9, 428 
9, 458 
9, 476 
9, 515 
9, 570 
9, 616 

9, 662 
9, 707 
9, 779 
9, 840 
9, 914 

10,036 
10, 085 
10, 121 
10, 155 
10, 209 
10, 250 
10, 327 

10, 390 
10, 464 
10, 555 
10, 604 
10, 662 
10, 745 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Jon Steinberg, 
<>f Senator CRANSTON's office, and Jeff 
Doranz, of Senator WILLIAMS' office, may 
have the privilege of the floor during this 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HATHAWAY). Without objection, it is SO 
ordered. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, that com
pletes my statement, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, at this point 
I shall not make protracted remarks on 
the bill. I have filed additional views, 
which there is no need to repeat in great 
detail. I would like to call attention to 
some errors in the :Printing of facts in the 
additional views. There are statements 
in the third paragraph which refer to 
the amount of money expended under 
EEA and PEP and the years that have 
been involved in these programs, which 
are inaccurate. The correct figure is $2.25 
billion and the public employment pro
gram has been a 2-year program rather 
than a 5-year program. 

I do not find myself in any substantial 
di-agreement with the remarks of the 
Senator from Wisconsin and the Sena
tor from New York who have long been 
leaders in the field of manpower legisla-

r 

7, 404 
7, 736 
8, 143 
8, 702 

7, 320 
7, 427 
7, 445 
7, 491 
7, 520 
7, 998 
8,159 
8, 158 
7, 885 
7, 792 
7, 819 
7, 818 

7, 84& 
7, 821 
7, 864 
7,905 
7, 944 
8,430 
B, 576 
8, 569 
8, 163 
8,159 
8, 170 
8, 270 

8, 248 
8, 215 
8, 327 
8, 361 
8, 374 
9, 076 
9, 236 
9, 186 
8, 841 
8, 862 
8, 814 
8, 879 

86.9 
87. 1 
86.7 
87.0 

84.3 
85.2 
85.2 
85.5 
85. 3 
90. 2 
91.6 
91.3 
87. 7 
86.3 
86.2 
.85.9 

85. 5 
84.9 
85.1 
85.2 
85.3 
89. 6 
91.0 
90.6 
86. 1 
85. 7 
85.4 
86.0 

85.( 
84. 6 
85.2 
85.0 
-84.5 
90. 4 
91.6 
90.8 
87. 1 
86.8 
86.0 
86.0 

7, 141 
7, 269 
7, 549 
8,113 

6, 937 
6, 976 
7, 059 
7, 102" 
7,146 
7,475 
7, 672 
7, 667 
7, 352 
7, 272 
7, 318 
7, 252 

7, 160 
7, 139 
7,264 
7, 383 
7, 420 
7, 770 
7, 962 
7, 971 
7, 621 
7, 621 
7, 600 
7, 678 

7, 516 
7, 516 
7, 679 
7 , 758 
7, 847 
8, 412 
8, 635 
8, 688 
8, 305 
8, 331 
8, 328 
8, 343 

264 
467 
594 
589 

383 
451 
31!6 
389 
374 
523 
487 
491 
533 
520 
501 
566 

686 
682 
600 
522 
524 
660 
614 
598 
542 
538 
570 
592 

732 
713 
648 
603 
527 
664 
601 
498 
536 
531 
486 
536 

3. 6 --- -------------------------- -- --------------- --- -------
6. 0 ------- -------------------------- ----- - - --- ----- ----- ---
7.3 ------ --------------- -

6.. B -- --- ---------------- =-==== ======== == == == == ====== = = = = = = = 
5. 2 
6..1 
5..2 
5.2 
5.0 
6..5 
6.0 
6. 0 
6. 8 
6. 7 
6.4 
7.2 

8. 7 
11..7 
7.£ 
6..6 
6..6 
7.8 
7. 2 
7. 0 
6.6 
6.6 
7. 0 
7. 2 

8. 9 
8. 7 
7. 8 
7. 2 
6.3 
7. 3 
6. 5 
5. 4 
6.1 
6. 0 
5. 5 
6.0 

7, 491 
7, 611 
7, 608 
7, 624 
J, 674 
7. 693 
7, 744 
7, 810 
7, 876 
7, 887 
7, 948 
7, 935 

7, 989 
7,978 
8,032 
8, 0£0 
8,133 
8,081 
8,127 
8, 203 
8, 155 
8, 255 
8, 306 
8, 386 

8, 410 
8, 401 
8, 512 
8, 534 
8, 571 
8, 706 
8, 737 
8, 764 
8, 833 
8, 962 
8, 947 
9, 009 

7, 165 
7, 240 
7, 235 
7, 213 
7, 243 
7, 236 
7, 277 
7, 272 
7, 326 
7, 313 
7, 374 
7, 324 

7, 403 
7, 411 
7, 452 
7,504 
7, 527 
7, 512 
7, 537 
7, 546 
7, 594 
7, 660 
7, 653 
7, 756 

7, 783 
7, 811 
7, 882 
7, 892 
7, 963 
8, 128 
8, 159 
8, 217 
8, 278 
8, 377 
8, 393 
8, 439 

326 
371 
373 
411 
431 
457 
467 
538 
550 
574 
574 
611 

586 
561 
580 
556 
606 
569 
590 
657 
'561 
595 
653 
630 

627 
590 
630 
642 
608 
578 
578 
547 
555 
585 
554 
570 

4. 4 
4. 9 
4. 9 
5. 4 
5. 6 
5. 9 
6. 0 
6. 9 
7. 0 
7.3 
7. 2 
7. 7 

7. 3 
7.0 
7. 2 
6.9 
7. 5 
7.0 
7. 3 
8. 0 
6. -g 
7. 2 
7. 9 
7.5 

7. 5 
7. 0 
7. 4 
7. 5 
7.l 
6. 6 
6. 6 
6. 2 
6. 3 
6. 5 
6. 2 
6. 3 

8, 896 
8, 969 
9,116 
9,156 
9, 243 
9, 788 

85. 6 
85.7 
86. 4 
86.3 
86.7 
91. 1 

8, 257 
8, 339 
8, 515 
8, 624 
8, 718 
9, 190 

639 
630 
601 
532 
525 
598 

7. 2 
7. 0 
6. 6 
5.8 
5. 7 
6.1 

9, 104 
9, 216 
9, 329 
9, 348 
9, 457 
9, 390 

8, 558 
8, 695 
8, 749 
8, 781 
8, 851 
8, 866 

546 
521 
580 
567 
606 
524 

6. 0 
5. 7 
6. 2 
6.1 
6. 4 
5. 6 

Note: See note, table 1. 

tion and who have provided excellent in
put in this bill. 

Mr. President, yesterday the Senate 
passed S. 1559, a manpower revenue
sharing bfll. Senators expressed hope at 
that time that in conference with the 
House an agreement could be reached on 
a number of issues. One of these was 
public service employment. 

S. 1559, as it was passed by the Senate 
yesterday, did include for local govern
mental units the option of directing their 
manpower efforts into the public sector. 

It would seem to me, as I commented 
yesterday, that great care must be exer
cised in this area. I think certain safe
guards must be included in the law, safe
guards to prevent undue diversion of 
funds from manpower training pro
grams. 

My view of this bill and the program 
it proposes, over and above the man
power revenue sharing approach, is that 
it should be a special impact program 
directed not so much to the general prob
lem to which the manpower bill is di
rected, but directed to special a1·eas cov
ered in section 6 of the Emergency Em
ployment Act. 

I hope, along with the Senator from 
New York and the Senator from Wiscon-

sin and others, that we will be able to 
work out some kind of general agree
ment that will in-elude a direction for 
public service employment that is di
rected toward the areas of need. 

I also feel the bill as presently drafted 
has somewhat of a strait jacket approach 
toward veterans preference. Great atten
tion should be given to the problem of 
Vietnam veterans and employment op
portunities, but the 50 percent figure 
seems somewhat restrictive, and as to 
particular areas and programs, there 
might not be that many veterans avail
able for employment. 

Subject to these comments, it is my 
hope that we can work out an ag~·eement. 
If we cannot, it may be desirable at a 
later time in cmmection with this bill 
that the Senate consider a general sub
stitute for the S. 1559. Perhaps that 
might not be necessary if we can get 
general agreement on the combining of 
the proper role and function of the man
power proposals, aud public service em
ployment. 

Mr. President, I yield the· floor. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk a number of amendments to the 
pending bill I am offering for Senator 
CRANSTON, and ask that they be reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be stated. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I with
draw that. These amendments are Sena
tor CRANSTON's and I am delighted to see 
that he is now here, and he will handle 
them himself. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the senator 
from New York very much for his co
operation. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the rolL 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
Moss). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I have 
six amendments which I will ask unani
mous consent to be considered en bloc 
a little later, at the end of my remarks, 
and will send them to the desk at that 
time. 

Mr. President, I now send these 
amendments to the desk and ask unani
mous consent that they be considered 
en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from California? The Chair hears none, 
and the amendments will be considered 
en bloc. 

The amendments will now be stated. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
the amendme:t}ts. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendments be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered, and the 
amendments will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The texts of the amendments are as 
follows: 

Add at the end of the bill the following 
new sections: 

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 

SEc. 8. Section 12(a) of the Emergency 
Employment Act of 1971 is amended by 
striking out "and" at the end of subpara
graph (7), by striking the period at the end 
of subparagraph (8) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "; and", and by inserting after sub
paragraph (8) the following new subpara-
graph: · 

"(9) no funds under this Act will be used 
to hire any person to fill a job opening cre
ated by the action of an employer in laying 
off or terminating the employment (except 
for cause pursuant to applicable personnel 
procedures) of any regular employee not sup
ported under this Act." 

SPECIAL PROVl:SIONS 

SEc. 9. (a) Section 2 of the Emergency 
Employment Act of 1971 is amended by-

(1) in clause (1) inserting "both men and 
women in" after "to"; 

(2) in clause (2) inserting "the many 
women who are entering or reentering the 
labor force" after "including". 

(b) Subparagraph (7) of section 7(c) of 
such Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof a comma and "including a descrip
tion of the special methods to be used to 
acquaint persons of limited English-speaking 
ability with the availability of public service 
jobs funded under this Act". 

(c) Subparagraph (15) of section 7(c) of 
such Act is amended to read as follows: 

"(15) assurances that agencies and institu
tions to whom financial assistance is made 
available under this Act have undertaken, 
or will undertake, analyses of job descrip
tions and reevaluations and, where shown 
necessary, revisions of qualification require
ments at all levels of employment, including 
civil service requirements and practices re
lating thereto, in accordance with regula
tions prescribed by the Secretary, with a view 
toward removing artificial barriers to public 
employment of those whom it is the purpose 
of this Act to assist;". 

(d) Section 7(c) of such Act is amended 
by adding after clause ( 18) the following 
new clause and renumbering the succeeding 
clauses as appropriate: 

"(19) assurances that due consideration 
will be given to employing welfare recipients 
whb want and are available for work and 
that appropriate linkages will be established 
and maintained with welfare agencies and 
with other programs making special efforts 
to assist welfare recipients to become self
sufficient; 

(e) Section 11 of such Act is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(c) The Secretary shall set aside for each 
fiscal year, out of sums available under sec
tion 9 (a) (2) of this Act, an amount, not to 
exceed 1 per centum, which he determines 
is necessary and appropriate to enable him 
to provide for technical assistance to eligible 
applicants seeking to comply with the re
quirements of this Act (including such as
sistance as is necessary to assist such ap
plicants to comply with assurances made 
pursuant to subparagraph (15) of section 
7(c) of this Act) and a continuing evaluation 
of programs assisted under this Act and their 
impact on related programs; and shall no 
later than thirty days after such sums are 
made available notify the appropriate com
mittees of the Congress of the amount so 
set aside and the basis for his determination 
of need and appropriateness. 

VETERANS OUTREACH 

SEc. --. Section 14 (a) of the Emergency 
Employment Act of 1971 is amended by

(1) in clause (3) inserting "veterans out
reach," after "beautification". 

(2) inserting following clause (7) the fol
lowing new clause: 

"(8) •veterans outreach' means the vet
erans outreach services program carried out 
under subchapter IV of chapter 3 of title 38, 
United States Code, with full utilization of 
veterans receiving educational assistance or 
vocational rehabilitation under chapter 31 
or 34 of such title 38." 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California yield? 

Mr. CRANSTON. I am delighted to 
yield to the Senator from New York and 
I thank him for his cooperation and help. 
I did discuss these amendments previ
ously with the distinguished floor man
agers of the bill, and, as I have said, I 
greatly appreciate their help and co
operation. 

Mr. President, I want to thank the 
distinguished floor manager of the bill 
under consideration this morning <Mr. 
NELSON) for his helpfulness in working 

out the six amendments I intend to of
fer en bloc to S. 1560, the Emergency 
Employment Amendments of 1973. I 
also greatly appreciate the spirit of ac
commodation and compromise on the 
part of the minority floor manager (Mr. 
JAVITS). 

Five of these amendments reflect pro
visions contained in legislation which 
has long been under consideration in the 
Employment, Poverty and Migratory La
bor Subcommittee; namely, S. 793, the 
"Public Service Employment Act of 
1973," which I introduced earlier this 
year. S. 793 is identical to S. 3311 in the 
92d Congress. S. 793-which I hope will 
be taken up by the subcommittee after 
this more urgent extension of the Emer
gency Employment Act is dealt with
would provide for a permanent program 
of public service employment, built on 
the successful Emergency Employment 
Act experience. These provisions from 
that bill are generally noncontroversial 
and have been developed in light of the 
past 2 years of experience with the Emer
gency Employment Act programs. 

I would now like to explain briefly the 
purpose and expected impact of these 
amendments to the Emergency Employ
ment Act of 1971 (Public Law 92-54) , 
which I am offering for myself and the 
distinguished Senator from Massachu
setts (Mr. KENNEDY). 

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 

My first amendment adds a new sec
tion 8 to the bill in order to add a new 
subparagraph (9) to section 12(a) of the 
act, to insure that EEA funds are not 
used to hire any person to fill a job open
ing created by the action of an EEA em
ployer in laying off or dismissing any 
regular employee--except for cause pur
suant to applicable personnel policies 
and collective bargaining agreements not 
supported with EEA funds. 

This amendment is needed to prevent 
the situation in which an employer lays 
off a regular local government employee, 
only to rehire that same person or some
one else at a later date under an EEA 
grant to do the same work he or she was 
doing. Those who are laid off by a city 
with financial difficulties are usually 
those with the least seniority. They are 
frequently from a disadvantaged back
ground or are recently hired veterans. 
They are the very people from the very 
neighborhoods and groups we are tar
geting this legislation to help. 

There are plenty of jobs that need 
doing in almost every city in the coun
try. Through the EEA we can supply the 
funding to assist local communities in 
providing employment to those who need 
it most. 

But the Emergency Employment Act is 
for new jobs, not to supplant those local 
government workers who are now ren
dering needed services to their commu
nities. It is not simply a "musical chairs" 
game where the city abuses its em
ployees' job security to bargain for some 
new Federal funds. 

EMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS OF WOMEN 

Mr. President, the next amendments 
I have offered as a new section 9 to be 
added to S. 1560 would amend section 2 of 
the EE;A-the statement of findings 
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and purposes-to give greater visability 
to the significant employment problems 
of women. 

The first amendment in this set 
changes the statement of findings and 
purposes of the act in clause < 1) to 
specify women as a group which has 
been "associated with substantial un
employment and underemployment." 

The second amendment in this set is 
to clause (2) of EEA section 2 and is 
similar in purpose to my amendment to 
clause (1). Clause (2) of section 2 dis
cusses the· failure of employment oppor
tunities to keep pace with the many in
dividuals entering and reentering the 
labor force. Clause (2) at present specifi
cally cites the difficulties in this respect 
of young persons, individuals recently 
separated from the military and elderly 
persons my amendment to clause (2) of 
the act would specifically list women who 
are entering or reentering the labor force 
among these groups listed in clause (2) 
of section 2. 

Mr. President, the Subcommittee on 
Employment, Poverty and Migratory 
Labor received extensive testimony dur
ing the 1972 hearings on comprehensive 
manpower reform and public service em
ployment legislation discussing the com
pelling employment problems of women 
from Ann Scott, then legislative vice 
president, of the National Organization 
of Women <NOW). In addition to diffi
culty in getting jobs, those women who 
are employed, as manifested most re
cently in a study done in conjunction 
with the President's Council of Economic 
Advisors, receive significantly less com
pensation for their work. 
· Mr. President, the nati<>nal unemploy
ment rate is at 5 percent. The unemploy
ment rate for women in the labor force 
is 5.9 percent. That is clearly unaccep
table. I believe these amendments to 
section 2 will help in providing visibility 
to the serious employment problems with 
which women in this country are faced. 
BILINGUAL INFORMATION REGARDING EEA JOBS 

Mr. President, my third amendment 
is designed to insure that individuals of 
limited English-speaking ability are pro
vided with access to information by 
each EEA sponsor-in their primary 
language-which will inform them of 
employment opportunities in public serv
ice jobs. 

The amendment would change section 
7 of EEA-which is the provision setting 
for the required assurances in order to 
obtain assistance under the act--to in
clude under section 7 (c) in subparagraph 
(7) a requirement that a description of 
the special methods to be used to ac
quaint persons of limited English-speak
ing ability with the availability of 
public service jobs funded under the 
Emergency Employment Act be included 
in any application for assistance under 
the act. 

Among Spanish-surnamed people 
alone the unemployment rate is 8.2 per
cent. It would seem a minimal yet highly 
desirable addition to the EEA to insure 
that people of limited English-speaking 
ability are provided in their primary lan
guage all necessary information about 
EEA jobs. 

ELIMINATING ARTIFICIAL BARRIERS TO PUBLIC 

EMPLOYMEN'l' 

Mr. President, the Emergency Employ
ment Act has now been in operation 
since the summer of 1971. In section 7, 
subparagraph <15) of the act, assurances 
were required from public agencies and 
institutions to whom financial assistance 
was made available under the act that 
they would begin analyses of job descrip
tions and reevaluations of job require
ments at all levels of employment--in
cluding Civil Service requirements, and 
that these analyses would be provided to 
the Secretary. 

Subparagraph (7) was intended to be 
implemented in conjunction with the 
existing requirements of subparagraph 
(18) of section 7(c) of the act. Subpara
graph ( 18) requires assurances from pro
gram agents that public service employ
ment programs conducted under the act 
will contribute to the elimination of ar
tificial barriers to employment and oc
cupational advancement, including civil 
service requirements, which restrict em
ployment opportunities for disadvan
taged persons. 

However, in drafting its regulations to 
carry out these two subparagraphs the 
administration sharply limited the 
amount of funds that could be spent on 
the administration of the Emergency 
Employment Act. Partly, as a result of 
this restriction, and also because of the 
urgent need to implement the EEA as 
quickly as P<>SSible 1n the summer and 
fall of 1971, many jurisdictions failed, or 
were unable, to comply fully with the 
legislative requirements with regard to 
the analysis of job descriptions, evalua
tions of job requirements, and reviews of 
Civil Service procedures. . 
· I want to underline how important it is 
that progress be made in this important 
area. By this amendment, I hope to pro
vide not only a legislative requirement 
for progress in this area to can-y out the 
purposes of the 1971 act, but also a direc
tion to the Secretary in my amendment 
to section 11 of the act to set aside funds 
to provide technical assistance to pro
gram ag·ents in this area. 

The National Civil Service League over 
a period of a year, in its "pacemaker" 
program demonstrated that, it is indeed 
possible to make significant progress in 
improving the administration of civil 
service laws, and to effectively open up 
civil service employment and promo
tional practices and opportunities so 
that they can operate in a truly equitable 
manner. 

Mr. President, the original draft of my 
amendment to subparagraph (15) would 
have required assurances that the infor
mation and analyses required under the 
provision of the 1971 act had been pro
vided by programs agents before any 
additional assistance was authorized by 
the Secretary. It was my strong feeling 
that the 2 years the Emergency Employ
ment Act has been in existence provided 
sufficient time to fulfill the mandates of 
the law, and that the foot-dragging 
which has occurred with regard to sec
tion 7(c) 05) and (18) of the act should 
not be allowed to continue. However, 
after consultation with the distinguished 

floor managers of the bill (Senators NEL
SON and JAVITs), and in light of the rapid 
implementation of the EEA, I have modi
fied this amendment to require either 
that such programs be in place or that 
firm assurances be provided that such ac
tions will be undertaken by the program 
agents. My strong intention is for the 
Secretary to require in most every case 
that the analyses have been made and 
that positive efforts toward revision of 
practices, policies, and regulations have 
been taken before going forward with 
refunding. Only in cases where ample 
justification exist should the Secretary 
accept more empty promises of progress, 
but should require some tangible evidence 
of intention and action toward achieve
ment of the needed reforms. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND EVALUATION 
SET ASIDE 

Mr. President, I would hope that the 
technical assistance which my section 
11 amendment mandates the Secretary 
to provide would be consistent with the 
excellent model provided by the "pace
maker" program. That program had very 
broad support, and revealed, among 
other things, that reform of existing 
Civil Service procedures is clearly in the 
self-interest of local communities. It 
revealed at the same time that those 
communities need outside assistance in 
beginning such reforms. 

In providing technical assistance un
der this provision, it is expected that 
the Secretary will make available to pro
gram agents and sponsors information 
on the experiences of other communities 
in this regard, so that they might bene
fit from the successful experiences of 
other communities. 

Mr. President, this same provision 
couples with technical assistance as a 
secretarial responsibility the conduct of 
program evaluations. This provision is 
modeled on section 205(b) (3) which I 
authored inS. 1559, the Job Training and 
Community Services Act of 1973, adopted 
88 to 5 by the Senate yesterday. To date, 
we do not believe the Labol' Department 
has carried out or stimulated sufficient 
hard evaluations of · EEA effectiveness, 
especially in terms of the compliance of 
grantees with program assurances pro
vided in their applications-especially 
the removal of artificial employment 
barriers which was the subject of my 
discussion of the preceding amendment. 

In addition, Mr. President, the amend
ment requires that the Secretary set 
aside sufficient funds, though not more 
than !-percent of the amount appropri
ated for the act, in order to carry out his 
duties under this provision. Moreover, 
the amendment requires the Secretary 
to notify the Congress as to the amount 
of the funds which he has earmarked for 
use in implementing this provision in or
der that the Congress--which has had a 
long standing interest in this issue, par
ticularly the members of the Senate Sub
committee on Employment, Poverty, and 
Migratory Labor-may be informed of 
the Secretary's plans and progress on 
this matter. 

Mr. President, this procedure is identi
cal to one included in an amendment 
which I offered in subcommittee to sec-
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tion 409 of S. 1559, and which the Sen
ate passed yesterday by such an over
whelming margin, with regard to labor 
market information. 

WELFARE RECIPIENTS 

My next amendment, Mr. President, 
would insert a new subparagraph < 19) in 
section 7 (c) of the act requiring that 
due consideration be given to the em
ployment of welfare recipients who want 
and are available to work. The purpose 
of this amendment is, I think, self-evid
ent. The amendment also adds a new re
quirement that program agents main
tain linkages between welfare agencies 
and other social services programs de
signed to help individuals get off welfare 
and become self -sufficient. 

Mr. President, it has always seemed 
absurd to me to train people for jobs that 
do not exist. To require welfare recipi
ents to register for and accept work if 
they are able to work, can be productive. 
But, when-as all studies of the WIN 
program show there has never been 
enough work for all those who signed up 
for jobs-there is not nearly enough 
work "to be had, it is a counterproductive 
proposition. That has been the failure 
inherent in the WIN-work incentive
program. For example, in my home State 
of Californin. there are some 421,000 men 
and women looking for jobs. Nearly a 
half million unemployed. But these are 
only the official Bureau of Labor Sta
tistics unemployment tabulations. Wel
fare recipients for the most part are not 
counted in these figures. 

In his recent book, "Do the Poor Want 
To Work? A Social-Psychological Study 
of Work Orientations," Leonard Good
win, a member of the Brookings Institu
tion governmental studies staff, states 
that the WIN program has failed, be
cause in the final analysis most of the 
participants end up without jobs. Good
win points out that a work requirement 
for welfare mothers could mean pushing 
more of them through WIN-even 
though 80 percent of them would not 
obtain jobs in the open market, or it 
could mean forcing them to fill the lowest 
paid jobs in American society. Either 
course, states Goodwin, would increase 
their psychological dependence on wel
fare and discourage further work effort. 
Public service employment would provide 
a program to rectify that situation by 
providing decent and meaningful em
ployment in jobs that are real jobs. In
dividuals will be paid by the employers 
and not at the welfare office--the latter 
lacking both dignity and pride--two es
sential parts of any wage. 

VETERANS OUTREACH PROGRAMS 

Mr. President, another amendment I 
am offering would alter section 14 of 
the EEA-the definitions section of the 
act-to include in the definition of "pub
lic service" jobs work in veterans out
reach programs and a subsequent def
inition of "veterans outreach." This def
inition would include the veterans out
reach services program carried out under 
the provisions of subchapter IV of chap
ter 3 of title 38, United States Code, and 
provides for the "full utilization" in 
these VA outreach programs of veterans 
receiving GI bill assistance or partici-

pating in vocational rehabilitation pro
grams under title 38. 

Veterans, Mr. President, are the par
ticular emphasis of S. 1560, and in my 
last amendment I seek to insure that 
existing veterans assistance programs 
are fully coordinated with job oppor
tunities made available through the 
Emergency Employment Act. 

Mr. President, as the author of the 
veterans outreach services program es
tablished in the provisions of section 240 
and section 241 in subchapter IV of title 
38 of the United States Code, I seek 
through this amendment to enhance the 
effectiveness and relevance of the out
reach services which can be provided 
through the EEA-especially the "split 
jobs" concept I will discuss next. Under 
this title 38 program, outreach services 
are provided designed to assure that all 
veterans are aware of, and, hopefully, 
take adventage of the readjustment and 
other benefits to which they are entitled. 

Section 240 directs the VA actively to 
seek out eligible veterans and their de
pendents-and personally contact those 
veterans who are disadvantaged-to in
sure that they have this information and 
to counsel them as to their various eligi
bilities. 

The specified outreach services include 
a letter to each veteran at the time of his 
discharge or release from the military 
informing him of all programs and bene
fits for which the veteran or his depend
ents may be eligible; contact in person 
or by telephone of all veterans who do 
not have a high school education or 
equivalent at the time of their discharge; 
distribution of information on a general 
basis describing all veterans programs 
and services; and assistance in prepara
tion and presentation of all claims which 
might be made pursuant to laws ad
ministered by the VA. 

Mr. President, the absolutely out
rageous unemployment rates for vet
erans are totally unacceptable. In May of 
this year the unemployment rate for vet
erans aged 20 to 24 was at 8.7 percent. 
We must-indeed it is the moral obliga
tion of the Federal Government to do 
so-do all we can to see to it that these 
disgraceful unemployment rates among 
young veterans are radically reduced. 
And these rates do not take account of 
GI bill trainees struggling to make ends 
meet and frozen out of the part-time job 
market. , 

Utilization of the proven split-jobs 
concept in veterans outreach programs 
through the Emergency Employment Act 
is one step we can take to provide a fair 
chance to these men and women-espe
cially GI bill trainees needing part-time 
jobs to meet their expenses in our over
inflated economy-to become employed 
in productive public service work and 
not have to wage the m~sdirected war on 
inflation at home after the sacrifices we 
have already called upon them to make 
in Indochina. 

Under this amendment, Mr. President, 
we double the help the EEA can provide 
to retuming and recently returned vet
erans by hiring vets in public service jobs 
to help other veterans learn about and 
make use of their GI bill assistance bene-

fits and to help direct them toward pro
ductive job opportunities as well. 

The 1971 Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee report on S. 31, the Senate 
EEA bill (Senate report No. 92-48), in
cludes language I proposed then dis
cussing the concept of "split-jobs" under 
the Emergency Employment Act for vet
erans. The report states: 

•.• (T]he Committee believes that there 
is a great opportunity under this public 
service employment program to assist educa
tionally and economically disadvantaged vet
erans enrolled in college under the GI bill 
and who are struggling to make ends meet. 
Many more of these men, who often are 
high school dropouts, could pursue college 
or JUnior college t aining if they had part
time jobs to supplement their GI bill educa
tional assistance allowances. 

The Committee is hopeful that the Secre
tary of Labor would give serious considera
tion to the great potential of such an alloca
tion of public service jobs. Along the same 
lines the Committee feels that, to the extent 
practicable, he should also give special pref
erences to veterans disabled with service
connected conditions who are nevertheless 
employable. 

The Secretary subsequently did issue 
regulations providing for and encour
aging the use of such "split" Emergency 
Employment Act jobs, and my amend
ment is intended, in part, basically to 
codify those existing Labor Department 
regulations. 

Mr. President, literally thousands of 
recent veterans have been helped to gain 
additional education and training while 
employed through the use of the split 
jobs concept. Highly successful "split 
jobs" EEA programs have been directed 
by Governors in illinois, South Carolina, 
Pennsylvania, Arizona, and Washington, 
as well as by numerous mayors and 
county administrators-including a 
highly successful program operated by 
the city of San Francisco, in conjunction 
with the San Francisco Community Col
lege, which has provided split jobs for 
over 250 GI bill trainees under the EEA. 

Mr. JAVITS. The amendment which 
relates to the veterans outreach-as we 
understand that amendment, as ex
plained to the Senator from Wisconsin 
and myself-would simply qualify an
other type of public service employ
ment-to wit, the employment of veter
ans who would be engaged in finding 
other veterans to whom the program is 
necessary. What we want to be sure about 
in that regard is that the work which is 
authorized for veterans outreach in
cludes not only finding a veteran who 
will get public service employment but 
also· seeing that veteran is brought the 
aspects of the bill which we consider 
important-to wit its transitional na
ture. So we would expect the veteran 
authorized to be employed for veterans' 
outreach will not only get the veteran 
what is called a Pep job but will also 
see that veterans out of that job, if that 
is possible, and into regular employment 
or manpower training or whatever would 
be the transition which he should make 
logically in order to carry out the in
tent of the bill. 

Mr. CRANSTON. That was certainly 
included in the purpose of this amend
ment. 
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I should like to reiterate that in the 

1971 Committee on the EEA report is a 
proposal for providing for "split jobs", 
for two or more veterans working halt 
time, for example, to fill one EEA job 
slot. 

Mr. JAVITS. The other question re
lates to the welfare amendment. We 
asked the Senator to change a word there 
to make it "due consideration," simply 
because we wanted to be sure to rebut 
any idea that we were creating another 
preferential class. We have a preferential 
class for veterans. We do not wish to 
create a preferential class for those on 
welfare as such, although many may 
fall into the category of "economically 
disadvantaged" which i s a focus of our 
bill. 

Mr. CRANSTON. We have already 
made that change in the amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. Am I correct also that 
amendment which says you should not 
fire somebody in order to hire some
body else under the PEP program-really 
has no substantive purpose other than to 
prevent cheating on that program. This 
would be improper and immoral. We 
are just locking it into the act. 

Mr. CRANSTON. The Senator, as al
ways, understands the amendment per
fectly. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, so far as we are con

cerned on this side, I see no objection to 
the amendment. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

I also thank again the distinguished 
Senator from Wisconsin for all his help 
and cooperation in the matter. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I have no 
objection to the amendments. I think 
they are useful improvements in the 
language of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendments 
en bloc. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

SENATE CONFIRMATION OF HEAD 
OF MINING ENFORCEMENT AND 
SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the pend
ing bill, S. 1560, now be temporarily laid 
aside, with the understanding that the 
leadership during the day will probably 
ask to restore it to its first track position 
on tomorrow, and that the Senate now 
proceed to the consideration of S. 1828, 
Calendar No. 323. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The bill will be stated by title. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1828) to require t he President to 

appoint, with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, the head of the Mining Enforcement 
a.nd Safety Administration, Department of 
the Interior. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs with an amendment to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 

That appointments to the Federal offices 
listed in this section made after the date of 
enactment of this Act shall be made by the 
President by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senat e , any ot her provision of law to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Such offices 
are-

(1) The head of the Mining Enforcement 
and Safety Administration established pur
suant to Order Numbered 2953 of the Secre
tary of the Interior issued in accordance with 
the aut hority provided by section 2 of the 
Reorganization Plan Numbered 3 of 1950 (64 
Stat. 1262); 

(2) Direct or of t he Bureau of Land Man
agement; 

(3) Chief Forester, United States Forest 
Service; 

(4) Director of the National Park Service; 
(5 ) Director of the Bureau of Outdoor 

Recreation; 
(6) Commissioner of Reclamation; 
(7) Governor of American (Eastern) 

Samoa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
bill there is a limitation of time, to be 
equally divided between the Senator from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. ScoTT), or his desig
nee, and the Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. I ask 
unanimous consent that the time not be 
charged against either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
. Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield myself 

1 minute on the bill. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that time on any amendment, debat
able motion, or appeal in relation to this 
bill be limited to 10 minutes, to be equally 
divided in accordance with the usual 
form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I send to the desk an amendment on be
half of the distinguished senior Senator 
from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE), and I ask 
it be stated by the clerk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 2, strike line 13 and renumber the 
remaining sections of the bill to reflect the 
modification. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
would the clerk restate the amendment, 
please? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will restate the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: · 

On page 2, strike line 13 and renumber the 
remaining sections of the bill to reflect the 
modification. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
as the author of the bill, I have no ob
jection to this amendment. Mr. TALMADGE 
is the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry; 
and I am sure there is ample justification 
for the amendment. It has been dis
cussed with the staff of the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. I under
stand that there is no objection on the 
part of Mr. JACKSON to the amendment 
by the Senator from Georgia (Mr. TAL
MADGE ) to strike line 13. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield so that I may suggest 
the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield; with
out the time being charged. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I yield such time as he may require to 
the distinguished majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Montana is recognized. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 
support of and in corroboration of what 
the distinguished assistant majority 
leader has just said, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
a letter addressed to the Honorable 
HENRY M. JACKSON, chairman, Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, a copy 
of which was sent-to me and to the Pres
ident pro tempore of the Senate, the 
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND), 
signed by HERMAN E. TALMADGE, chair
man of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry . 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., July 24, 1973 . 

Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insu

lar Affairs. U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR HENRY: It has come to my attention 

that on Friday, July 20, t he Commit tee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs reported favor
ably S. 1828, requiring the Senate confirma
tion of certain policy-making offices in the 
Department of Interior, and the ·chief For
ester, Department of Agriculture. 

Since many of the operations of the U.S. 
Forest Service come under the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
I respectfully request that S. 1828 be referred 
to the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry for consideration of those portions of 
S. 1828 which relate to the U.S. Forest Serv
ice, U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

With best wishes and warm personal re
gards, I am 
· Sincerely, 

HERMAN E. TALMADGE, 
Chairman. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I yield back the remainder .of the time 
on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia yields back his 
time. 
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Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield back our time 
on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose 

time? 
Mr. GRIFFIN. On the time allotted to 

this side. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll, within the time that 
remains. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on final passage. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 

time yielded back on both sides? 
Mr. GRIFFIN. No. Mr. President, we 

are considering an amendment on this 
side. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum, 
with the time not charged to .either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER: Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
. The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

'!'lie PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Moss) . Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
on May 16, 1973, I introduc-ed S. 1828 
on behalf of myself, Mr. McGEE, Mr. 
PERCY, and Mr. WILLIAMS. The bill was 
referred to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, from which it was 
reported, with amendments, by the dis
tinguished chairman of that committee 
(Mr. JACKSON). 

The bill as introduced would require 
that the Administrator of the recently 
constituted Mine Enforcement and 
Safety Administration of the Depart
ment of the Interior be appointed by the 
President of the United States and that 
his nomination be confirmed by the 
Senate. 

By way of background, some of the 
actions which have led up to the intro
duction of the bill include Order No. 
2953 of the Secretary of the Interior, 
Hon. Rogers C. B. Morton, signed and 
thus effectuated on May 7, 1973. 

This order set up a new agency within 
the Department of the Interior titled, 
"The Mining Enforcement and Safety 
Administration," and assigned to it the 
responsibility of administering the Fed
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act 
and the Federal Metal and Non-Metallic 
Mine Safety Act. In addition, this new 
agency will handle mine health and 
safety, assessment and compliance, and 
education and training functions. 

I believe this new agency will be hand
ling responsibilities commensurate with 
the most important agencies within the 
Department. The Administrator of 
MESA will be responsible for the health 
and safety of the thousands of miners in 
this country who labor daily under the 
most potentially hazardous conditions of 
any industry in the entire Nation. A 
vigorous and fair enforcement of the 
Coal Mine Health and Safety Act and 
the Metal and Non-Metallic Mine Act 
can provide vitally needed protection 
and safeguards to the Inine workers of 
the United States. 

I believe that by requiring the nomina
tion of the Administrator of MESA to 
be subject to Senate confirmation, we 
will be taking a forceful step to insure 
that whichever administration is in office 
will be required to appoint the most 
qualified individual available to fill this 
position. If that course is not followed, 
then the Senate can always reject the 
nomination. 

Mr. President, thousands of miners in 
West Virginia and throughout the Na
tion need to know that they are getting 
the protection they deserve from this 
agency. I believe it is imperative that 
this important position be subject to 
Senate confirmation. In this way, Con
gress can insure the selection of the 
most qualified individual for this post. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Secretary Morton's Order No. 
2953 be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the order 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

Washington, D.C. 
Order No. 2953 
Subject: Reorganization of Bureaus and 

Ofiices. 
Sec. 1. Purpose. This Order outlines the 

implementation of the reorganization plan 
described in Secretary's Order 2951 dated 
February 6, 1973. Provided herein are brief 
functional descriptions of new organizations 
created, the transfer of various functions 
between organizations, and the asisgnment 
of bureaus and ofiices to Assistant Secretaries 
for Secretarial direction and supervision. 

Sec. 2. Responsibilities. Assistant Secre
taries named in Secretary's Order 2951 will 
be responsible for implementing the provi
sions of this Order as well as the develop
ment of new or revised organization state
ments for publication in the Departmental 
Manual. The Assistant Secretary-Manage
ment is responsible for the approval of all 
reorganization actions made pursuant to 
this Order as provided in 101 DM. 

Sec. 3. Authority. This Order is issued in 
accordance with the authority provided by 
Section 2 of Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 
1960 (4 Stat. 1262). 

Sec. 4. Secretarial Officers. The functions, 
authorities, and responsibilites of all Secre
tarial ofiicers, except the Solicitor, have been 
revised as provided in Secretary's Order 2951. 
The following Sedions and the chart at
tached to this Order delineate the transfer 
and alignment of existing and new organi
zations. A description of each Secretarial 
ofiicer position and the organizational en
tities under its jurisdiction are described 
below. 

Sec. 5. Assistant Secretary-Energy ana 
Minerals. The Assistant Secretary-Energy 
and Minerals discharges the duties of the 
Secretary with the authority and direct re
sponsibility for programs associated with en
ergy conservation; energy and mineral data 

and analysis; generation, transmission and 
marketing of electric power except for those 
functions performed in the Bureau of Rec
lamation; mine health, safety and training 
programs; topographic, geologic and mineral 
resources matters; oil and gas activities, in
cluding import allocations; energy, metallur
gical and mining research and development; 
and emergency preparedness and natural dis
aster energy and minerals functions. The As
sistant Secretary-Energy and Minerals ex
ercises Secretarial direction over the de
scribed functions of the following organiza
tions. 

(a) Geological Survey. The Geological Sur
vey retains its present functions and is 
transferred from the former Assistant Secre
tary-Mineral Resources. 

(b) Bureau of Mines. The Bureau of Mines 
is transferred from the former Assistant Sec
retary-Mineral Resources and retains its 
traditional functions of energy. Metallurgical 
and mining research and development, mine 
health and safety research, and mineral sup
ply. Other functions related to mine health 
and safety are transferred to the Mining En
forcement and Safety Administration de
scribed in Section 5(c) below. 

(c) Mining Enforcement and Safety Ad
ministration. A new Mining Enforcement and 
Safety Administration is established and is 
responsible for administering the Federal 
Coal Mine Health and Safety and the Fed
eral Metal and Nonmetallic Mine Safety Act. 
Mine health and safety, assessment and com
pliance, and education and training func
tions are transferred to this ofiice from the 
Bureau of Mines. 

(d) Power Administrations. The Bonne
ville, Southwestern, Southeastern and Alaska 
Power Administrations retain their present 
functions and are transferred from the for
mer Assistant Secretary-Water and Power 
Resources . 

(e) Office of Oil and Gas. The Ofiice of 
Oil and Gas retains its present functions and 
is transferred from the former Assistant Sec
retary-Mineral Resources. 

(f) Office of Coal Research. The Ofiice of 
Coal Research retains its present functions 
and is transferred from the former Assistant 
Secretary-Mineral Resources. 

(g) Office of Energy Data and Analysis. 
A new omce of Energy Data and Analysis 
is established to serve as the focal point in 
the Department for coordinating functions 
related to gathering and analyzing energy 
data. The Ofiice develops appropriate infor
mation systems, analyses, and studies to as
sist in economic forecasting and policy deci
sionmaking. The Office also evaluates and 
reviews energy data-gathering programs and 
functions performed in the bureaus and of
fices reporting to the Assistant Secretary
Energy and Minerals. 

(h) Office of Research and Development. 
A new Ofiice of Research and Development is 
established to coordinate energy and minerals 
research and development activities. The Of
fice sets priorities and formulates research 
and development budgets, oversees develop
ments 6f new research and development pro
grams, and evaluates the progress and results 
of all research and development conducted or 
1ponsored by the Department. The Ofiice ad
ministers a Central Energy Fund and directs 
the underground electric power transmission 
research program which is transferred to this 
ofiice from the former Assistant Secretary
Water and Power Resources. 

(1) Office of Energy Conservation. A new 
Ofiice of Energy Conservation is established 
to promote efficiencies in the use and devel
opment of energy resources; to coordinate all 
Federal Energy Conservation programs; to 
conduct research on methods of improving 
the efficiency of energy usage; to promote 
consumer awareness of the need for energy 
con~ervation; and to develop contingency 
plans for nationwide power, fuel and mineral 
resource emergencies caused by natural dis-
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asters, civil defense emergencies or other 
interruptions of the Nation's energy and min a 

eral supplies. The activities associated with 
the emergency minerals and emergency solid 
fuels functions are transferred to this office 
from the former Assistant Secretary-Min
eral Resources. The Defense Electric Power 
Administration is transferred to this office 
from the former Assistant Secretary-Water 
and Power Resources. 

Sec. 6. Assistant Secretary-Land and Wa
ter Resources. The Assistant Secretary-Land 
and Water Resources discharges the duties 
of the Secretary with the authority and di
rect responsibility for programs associated 
with land use and water planning; public 
land management; construction and opera
tion of multi-purpose dams and water dis
tribution facilities; marketing of water and 
specified Bureau of Reclamation hydroelec
tric power projects; conversion of saline water 
and water resources research; and emergency 
preparedness water resources functions. The 
Assistant Secretary-Land and Water Re
sources exercises Secretarial direction over 
the following organizations: 

(a) Bureau of Land .i~anagement. The 
Bureau of Land Management retains its 
present functions and is transferred from 
the former Assistant Secretary-Public Land 
M:anagement. 

(b) Bureau of Reclamation. The Bureau of 
Reclamation retains its present functions 
and is transferred from the former Assistant 
Secretary-Water and Power Resou=ces. 

(c) Office of Land Use and Water Planning. 
A new Office of Land Use and Water Planning 
is established to be responsible for policy de
velopment and interagency coordination < n 
use of public land and water resources, liai
son with the Water Resources Council, co
ordination of River Basin Commissivn activi
tives and interagency coordination with ::tate 
and other Federal land use and water plan
ning agencies. The Office of Regional Plan:. 
ning, under the former Assistant Secretary
Program Policy, is abolished and its functio~s 
are transferred to this office. 

(d) Office of Saline Water. The Office of 
Saline Water retains its present functions 
and is transferred from the former Assist
ant Secretary-Water and Power Resources. 

(e) Office of Water Resources Research. 
The Office of Water Resources Research re
tains its present functions and is transferred 
from the former Assistant Secretary-Water 
and Power Resources. 

SEc. 7. Assistant Secretary-Fish and Wild
life and Parks. The Assistant Secretary-Fish 
and Wildlife and Parks discharges the ciuties 
of the Secretary with the authority and 
direct responsibility for programs associated 
with the development, conservation, and 
utilization of fish, wildlife, recreation, his
torical, and national park system resources 
of the Nation. The Assistant Secretary-Fish 
and Wildlife and Parks exercises Secretarial 
direction over the following organizations: 

(a) Nationai Park Service. The National 
Park Service retains its present functions. 

(b) rureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild
life. The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild
life retains its present f1:.nctions. 

(c) The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation. 
The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation retains its 
present functions and is transferred from the 
jurisdiction of the former Assistant Secre
tary-Program Policy. 

SEc. 8. Assistant Secretary-congressional 
and Public Affairs. The Assistant Secretary
Congressional and Public Aflairs discharges 
the duties of the Secretary with the author
ity and direct responsibility for programs as
sociated with legislative and Congressional 
liaison activities: public information and 
communications matters; and the Depart
ment's Johnny Horizon program. The Offices 
of Congressional Liaison, Communications, 
and Legislation and the Johnny Horizon Pro
gram Office are transferred to the jurisdiction 

of the Assistant -Secretary-congre[ ·.-mal 
and Public Affairs. 

SEc. 9. Assistant Secretary-Management. 
The Assistant Secretary~Management dis
charges the duties· of the Secretary with the 
authority and direct responsibility for the 
functions carried out by the former Assist
ant Secretary-Management and Budget 
through the offices of Management Consult
ing, Management Operations, Survey andRe
view, Organization and Personnel Manage
ment, Library Services, Secretarial Opera
tions, Manpower Training and Youth Activi
ties, International Activities, and Accounting 
Management and Policy. The Office of Budget 
assigned to the former Assistant Secretary
Management and Budget is transferred to 
the Assistant Secretary-Program and Budg
et as described in Section 10. 

SEc. 10. Assistant Secretary-Program De
velopment and Budget. The Assistant Sec
retary-Program Development and Budget 
discharges the duties of the Secretary with 
the authority and direct responsibility for 
the functions carried out by the former As
sistant Secretary-Program Policy through 
the Offices of Environmental Project Review, 
Policy Analysis, Economic Analysis, and 
Budget. The Office of Budget is transferred 
from the former Assistant Secretary-Man
agement and Budget. 

SEc. 11. Solicitor. The authorities, func
tions and responsibilities of the Solicitor re
main unchanged. 

SEc. 12. Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 
As provided for in Secretary's Order 2951, 
the Commissioner of Indian Affairs reports 
directly to the Secretary and directs the 
activities of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. · 

SEC. 13. Other Secretarial Officers. 
(a) Office of Hearings and Appeals. The 

Office of Hearings and Appeals retains its 
present functions, responsibilities and or
ganizational placement. 

(b) Office of Territorial Affairs. As pro
vided for in Secretary's Order 2951, the Di
rector, Office of Territorial Affairs, reports 
directly to the Secretary. 

(c) Office of Equal Opportunity. The Office 
of Equal Opportunity retains its present 
functions, responsibilities and organizational 
placement. 

(d) The Office of the Science Adviser. The 
Office of the Science Adviser retains its pres
ent functions and responsibilities. 

Sec. 14. Secretarial Delegations of Author
ity. 

(a) Broad delegations of the Secretary's 
authority have been made to the Assistant 
Secretaries by 210 DM 1.2, and such delega
tions are not affected by the provisions of 
this Order. All other delegations of authority 
in effect preceding the date of this Order 
remain in effect to the extent they are com
patible with the organizations, functions and 
responsibilities provided in this Order. 

(b) Delegations of authority which have 
been affected by transfer of program respon
sibility or abolishment of positions are re
assigned to the head of the bureau or office 
to which the program responsibility is trans
ferred by this Order. Such officials are re
sponsible for immediately initiating action 
for appropriate amendments to the Secre
tary's delegations of authority provided in 
the 200 Series of the Department Manual. The 
Assistant Secretary-Management, in cooper
ation with the Solicitor, is responsible for 
the timely conversion and revision of affected 
Secretary's delegations of authority. 

Sec. 15. Administrative Provisions. 
(a) The Assistant Secretary-Management 

and the Assistant Secretary-Program Devel
opment and Budget will take appropriate ac
tions to accomplish the transfer of person
nel, funds, and property to implement the 
provisions of this Order. 

(b) Detailed organization statements pro
viding for the reassignment of all functions 
affected by this Order will be prepared and 

published in the DM within a 90-day transi
tion period beginnip.g with tlie effective date 
of this Order. · · 

(c) Employees of bureaus and offices whose 
functions are reassigned from the bureau ·or 
offices in· which ·they are employed are to be 
detailed to the bureau or office to. which 
the functions are assigned by this Order dur
ing the 90-day transition period. 

Sec. 16. Effective Date. This Order is effec-
tive immediately. · 

ROGERS C. B. MORTON, 
Secretary of the Interior. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mi·. 
SPARKMAN). Who yields time? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
how much time do I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 
minutes remain. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield 2 
minutes of the 3 to the Senator fr.om 
lllinois (Mr. PERCY). 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I wish to 
indicate, very briefly, my firm and strong 
support for the bill presented by the 
assistant majority. I have introduced 
several bills requiring confirmation of 
what I consider to be extremely impor
tantj_obs, and I did so keeping in mind 
article II, section 2, of the Constitution, 
which States, in part, the President--

Shall have power, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate-

And then I skip, appoint--
all other officers of the United States, whose 
appointments are not herein otherwise pro
vided for, and which shall be established by 
law; but the Congress may by law vest the 
appointment of such inferior officers, as they 
think proper, in the President alone •.• 

By no stretch of the imagination could 
we consider this an inferior office. It is 
an extremely important office. I believe 
it should be appointiv.e or nominative 
with the advice and consent of the Sen
ate so that the men or women occupying 
this position are responsive to Congress 
and so we can determine from the policy
making positions they have taken what 
their attitudes are before they are finally 
invested and nominated into office. 

I commend the acting majority leader 
for his initiative in this regard, and 
wholeheartedly support the bill pending 
before us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. "Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I yield myself 15 seconds and ask unani
mous consent that the distinguished 
senior Senator from Kentucky <Mr. 
CooK) be listed as a cosponsor of the bill. 
He asked me to do that some days ago, 
and I in-,dvertently forgot to do it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask that 
it be stated. 

The · PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the committee amend
ment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the amendment to the amendment, as 
follows: 

On page 2, line 3, after "ate," insert "to 
serve at the pleasure of the President for a 
term not to exceed four years subject to 
reappointment and confirmation." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, this 
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amendment is offered probably out of 
an abundance of caution. Probably it is 
not necessary, but there has been some 
question as to whether or not, as the 
bill is now worded, it would be necessary 
to impeach one of these officers to remove 
him, because it is not clear that he would 
serve at the pleasure of the President. 
I think that while we would want to pre
serve the prerogative of the Senate to 
confirm these appointments, we should 
also make it clear that the President 
could remove them and that they serve at 
his pleasure. That is the purpose of the 
amendment. 

It has been agreed to by the chair
man of the Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee <Mr. JACKSON) and also the 
sponsor of the bill, the acting majority 
leader; 

I yield back the remainder of my time 
on the amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the distinguished assistant Republican 
leader has discussed the amendment with 
me. I am not the chairman of the com
mittee, of course, and would not i>resume 
to speak for the distinguished chairman 
<Mr. JACKSON). I am the author of the 
bill. I have no objection to the amend
ment. I think there is ample justifica
tion for the amendment. 

The distinguished Senator from Mon
tana (Mr. METCALF) is here, and I would 
like him to speak to the amendment in 
behalf of the committee, if he will. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, it was 
the intention of the committee that all 
of these people would be confirmed 
prospectively; that none of the incum
bents in the offices would be affected by 
this legtslation. If there is any language 
that needs to be changed or if there is a 
need for the amendment offered by the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan to 
insure that no one who is an incumbent 
in office needs to be confirmed, I cer
tainly would concur, and I think the en
tire membership of the committee that 
voted on these various provisions would 
also confirm the feeling that we want to 
make it prospective only. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I think 
it is usdul to have that statement 1n 
the legislative record. I appreciate the 
comments of the distinguished Senator 
from Montana. 

I yield back my time. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I yield back my time on the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

on the amendment having been yielded 
back, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Michi
gan to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Ken
tucky such time as he may require. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I only wish 
to say that the Senator from West Vir
ginia and I discussed this matter the 
other day when it passed as an amend
ment to the so-called Alaska pipeline bill. 
I was a cosponsor of the amendment at 
the time. I feel that he should be com
mended for his action in this case. My 
remarks are already in the RECORD. I feel 
there is no point in extended debate on 
this legislation. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I thank the able Senator for his com
ments, and I thank him for his earlier 
remarks and his support, and I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the bill has been yielded back. ~ 

The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute, as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a thira reading, and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Labor and Public Wel
fare committee, I have been very deep
ly involved in all aspects of mine health 
and safety, and I am very pleased to be 
an original cosponsor of Senator BYRD's 
bill, S. 1828, requiring confirmation by 
the Senate of the appointment of the 
administrator of the newly created min
ing enforcement and safety adminis
tration in the Department of the In
terior. 

The Labor Subcommittee has made 
very extensive investigations of mine 
disasters in the past several years, and 
particularly, the enforcement of the 
Metal and Nonmetallic Mine Safety Act 
of 1966 and the Coal Mine Health and 
Safety Act of 1969. Oversight hearings 
have been conducted on the enforcement 
of the acts by the Bureau of Mines, and 
we receive many letters from our con
stituents who are affected by mine safety. 

Because of my extensive involvement 
in mine health and safety, I have par
ticular interest in understanding the ad
ministration of the mine safety laws, and 
I appreciate the importance of the posi
tion of administrator of the mining en
forcement and safety administration. I 
therefore very strongly support Senator 
BYRD'S proposed legislation. 

On June 29, I introduced S. 2117, the 
Federal Mine Safety and Health amend
ments of 1973. This bill provides for a 
mine health and safety administration 
headed by an administrator appointed by 
the President with the advice and con
sent of the Senate. This administration 
would be under the Department of Labor 
rather than under the Department of the 
Interior. I have proposed this transfer 
because of the conflict of the energy 
policies of the Interior Department with 
the strong enforcement of mine safety 
laws. This transfer would eliminate that 
conflict. S. 1828 applies the same consent 
provision to the existing mining enforce
ment and safety administration. 

As I said in the opening remarks when 
introducing the Federal Mine Safety and 
Health amendments of 1973, vigorous ad
ministration of the prior mine safety 
acts was not realized, and the statistics 
of death and injury attest to this. I 
believe that such an important post as 
the administrator of the agency respon
sible for the lives and health of the Na
tion's miners needs the careful scrutiny 
of this body. It is only in this way that 
we can assure ourselves that the laws 
we so painfully propose can be carried 
out by those who bear that respon
sibility. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from California <Mr. 
CRANSTON), the Senator from West Vir
ginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) , and the Senator 
from Mississippi <Mr. EASTLAND) are 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK) is 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EASTLAND) and the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) would 
each vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT
TON) is absent because of lllness. 

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CuR
Tis) is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mr. CuRTIS) would vote 
"yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 91, 
nays 2, as follows: 

[No. 325 Leg.] 
YEAS-91 

Aiken Goldwater 
Allen Gravel 
Baker Griffin 
Bartlett Gurney 
Bayh Hansen 
Beall Hart 
Bellmon Hartke 
Bennett Haskell 
Bentsen Hatfield 
Bible Hathaway 
Biden Helms 
Brock Hollings 
Brooke Hruska 
Buckley Huddleston 
Burdick Hughes 
Byrd, Humphrey 

HarryF .• Jr. Inouye 
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson 
Cannon Javits 
Case Johnston 
Chiles Kennedy 
Church Long 
Clark Magnuson 
Cook Mansfield 
Dole Mathias 
Domenici McClellan 
Dominick McClure 
Eagleton McGee 
Ervin McGovern 
Fong Mcintyre 
Fulbright Metcalf 

NAY8-2 
Fannin Sax be 

Mondale 
Montoya 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Ribicotr 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Scott, Pa. 
Scott, Va. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

NOT VOTING-7 
Abourezk 
Cotton 
Cranston 

Curtis 
Eastland 
Randolph 

Stennis 

So the bill (S. 1828) was passed, as 
follows: 

s. 1828 

An act to require that certain Federal offices 
be filled by appointment by the President 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That ap
pointments to the Federal offices listed in this 
section made after the date of enactment of 
this Act shall be made by the President by 
and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, to serve at the pleasure of the Presi-
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dent for a term not to exceed four years 
subject to reappointment and confirmation, 
any other provision of law to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Such offices are-

( 1) The head of the Mining Enforcement 
and Safety Administration established pur
suant to Order Numbered 2953 of the Secre
tary of the Interior issued in accordance with 
the authority provided by section 2 of the 
Reorganization Plan Numbered 3 of 1950 
(64 Stat. 1262); 

(2) Direct or of the Bureau of Land Man
agement; 

(3) Director of the National Park Service; 
(4) Director of the Bureau of Outdoor 

Recreation; 
(5) Commissioner of Reclamation; 
(6) Governor of American (Eastern) 

Samoa. 

The title was amended, so as to read: 
"A bill to require that certain Federal 
offices be filled by appointment by the 
President by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate." 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the l:lill was passed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that my name 
be added as a cosponsor of the bill just 
passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its reading 
clerks, announced that the Speaker had 
affixed ~~is signature to the enrolled bill 
<S. 1090) to amend the Communications 
Act of 1934, to extend certain authoriza
tions for the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting and for certain construc
tion grants for noncommercial educa
tional television and radio broadcasting 
facilities, and for other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the Acting President protem
pore (Mr. ALLEN). 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the President 

of the United States, submitting nomina
tions, were communicated to the Senate 
by Mr. Marks, one of his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Presiding 

Officer (Mr. SPARKMAN) laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

<For nominations received today, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1973 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPARKMAN). Under the previous order, 
the Senate will now proceed to the con-

sideration of S. 372, which the clerk will 
state by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A b1U (S. 372) to amenC: the Communica
tions Act of 1934 to relieve broadcasters of 
the equal time requirement of section 315 
with respect to presidential and vice presi
dential candidates and to amend the Cam
paign Communications Reform Act to pro
vide further limitation on expenditures in 
election campaigns for Federal elective 
office. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill which had been reported from the 
Committee on Commerce and the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration with 
amendments. 

The amendments of the Committee 
on Commerce are as follows: 

On page 2, at the beginning of line 1, 
strike out "Sec. 2." and insert "Sec. 2. 
(a) after line 6, insert: 

(b) Section 315(b) of such Act {47 U.S.C. 
315(b)) is amended by striking out "by any 
person" and inserting "by or on behalf of 
any person". 

On page 4, after line 9, strike out: 
" ( 1) The term 'expenditure' means-
" (A) a purchase, payment, distribution, 

loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money or 
anything of value (except a loan of money 
by a National or State bank made in accord
ance with the applicable banking laws and 
regulations and in the ordinary course of 
business, or those who volunteer to work 
on behalf of a candidat e), made for the pur
pose of influencing the nomination for elec
tion, or election, of any person to Federal 
office, for the purpose of influencing the re
sult of a primary held for the selection of 
delegates to a national nominating conven
tion of a political party or for the expression 
of a preference for the nomination of per
sons for election to the office of President, 
or for the purpose of influencing the election 
of delegates to a constitutional convention 
for proposing amendments to the Constitu
tion of the United States; 

" (B) a contract, promise, or agreement, 
express or implied, whether or not legally 
enforceable, to make any expenditure; and 

" (C) a transfer of funds between political 
committees." 

And, in lieu thereof, insert: 
"(1) The term 'expenditure'
"(A) means-
"(1) The term 'expenditure'-

loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money or 
anything of value made for the purpose of 
influencing t he nomination for election, or 
election, of any person to Federal office, for 
the purpose of influencing the result of any 
election held for the selection of delegates 
to a national nominating convention of a 
political party or for the expression of a pref
erence for the nomination of persons for 
election to the Office of President; 

"(ii) a contract, promise, or agreement, ex
press or implied, whether or not legally en
forceable, to make any expenditure; and 

"(iii) a transfer of funds between political 
committees; but 

"(B) does not include (i) a loan of money 
by a National or State bank made in accord
ance with the applicable banking laws and 
regulations and in the ordinary course of 
business; (ii) the services of those who vol
unteer to work on behalf of a candidate; or 
(iii) communications by an established mem
bership organization (not organized for pure
ly political purposes) to its members, or by 
a corporation (not organized for purely polit-

·ical purposes) to its stockholders." 

On page 6, after line 14, insert: 

(c ) Section 102(6) of the Campaign Com
munications Reform Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(6) The term 'State' means each State of 
the United States, the District of Columbia, 
the territory of Guam, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, and the territory of the Virgin 
Islands." 

(d) Section 102 of the Campaign Commu
nications Reform Act is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para-
graph: . _ 

"(7) The term 'person' means an individ
ual, partnership, committee, association, cor
poration, labor organization or group of per
sons . 

On page 7, after line 7, strike out: 
"SEc. 104. (a) No candidate (other than a 

candidat e for Presidential nomination) may 
make expendit ures in connection with hls 
campaign for nomination for election, or 
election, to a Federal office in excess of 25 
cents multiplied by the voting age popula
tion (as certified under subsection (c)) of the 
geographical area in which the election for 
such office is held. The limitation on ex:
penditures imposed by this subsection shall 
apply separately to each primary, primary 
runoff, general, and special election cam
paign in which a candidate participates." 

And, in lieu thereof, insert: 
"SEc. 104. (a) (1) No legally qualified can

didate other than a candidate for Presiden
tial nomination) may make expenditures in 
connect ion with his campaign for nomina
tion for election, or election, to Federal of
fice in excess of the greater of-

" (A) 25 cents multiplied by the voting 
age population (as certified under subsec
tion (e) ) of the geographical area in which 
the election for such office is held, or 

"(B) the maximum amount allowable un
der paragraph (2). 

"(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), the 
maximum amount allowable under this para
graph is-

"(A) $175,000, if the Federal office sought 
is that of Senator, Delegate, Resident Com
missioner, or Representative from a .state 
which is entitled to only one Representative; 
and 

"(B) $90,000, if the Federal office sought is 
that of Representative from a State entitled 
to more than one Representative. 

"(3) The limitation on expenditures 1m
posed by this subsection shall apply sepa
rately to each primary, primary runoff, gen
eral, and special election campaign in which 
a candidate participates. 

On page 9, at the beginning of line 17, 
strike out " (c)" and insert "(c) (1) "; at 
the beginning of line 18, strike out "can
didate" and insert "legally qualified can
didate or candidates for presidential 
nomination"; at the top of page 10, 
insert: 

"(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) no ex
penditure in an amount not in excess of $100 
made on behalf of a candidate by a person 
or persons act ing independently of the candi
dat e shall be deemed to have been made 
by such candidate unles the person making 
the expenditure is the candidate or his agent, 
or is a political committee or other person 
required, under section 304 or 305 of the Fed
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971, to report 
that expenditure to the Federal Election 
Commission." 

In line 20, after the word "the", where 
it appears the second time, strike out 
"Attorney General" and insert "Federal 
Election Commission"; in line 25, after 
"(a) '', insert "of this section"; on page 
11, at the beginning of line 5, insert "the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1973"·; 
in line 7, after the word "the", strike out 
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••comptroller General" and insert "Fed
eral Election Commission"; in line 13, 
after the word "any", insert "legally 
qualified"; in line 21, after the word 
"T'ne", strike out "Comptroller General'' 
and insert "Federal Election Commis
sion"; on page 26, after line 2, insert a 
new section, as follows: 

SEc. 8. {a) Title Ill of the Federal Elec
tion Campaign Act of 1971 (relating to dis
closure of Federal campaign funds) is 
amended by redesignating sections 308 
through 311 as sections 310 through 313, 315, 
respectively, and by inserting after section 
307 the following new sections: 

"FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

"SEC. 308. (a) {1) There is hereby estab
lished, as an independent establishment of 
the executive branch of the Government of 
the United States, a commission to be known 
as the Federal Election Commission, herein
after referred to as the 'Commission.' 

"(2) The Commission shall be composed 
of nine members who shall be appointed by 
the President and with the advice and con
sent of the Senate. 

"{3) Except as provided in this paragraph, 
members of the Commission shall be ap
pointed for terms of fifteen years each, end
ing at noon on the 30th day of April in each 
case. Of the members initially appointed un
der this section-

" {A) three shall be appointed for terxns 
ending at noon on the thirtieth day of the 
fiftl' April beginning after the date of enact
ment of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
of 1973, 

"{B) three shall be appointed for terxns 
ending at noon on the thirtieth day of the 
tenth April beginning after the date of enact
ment of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
of 1973, and 

"{C) three shall be appointed for terms 
ending at noon on the thirtieth day of the 
fifteenth April beginning after the date of 
enactment of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1973. 

" { 4) Members shall be chosen on the basis 
of their maturity, experience, integrity, im
partiality, and good judgment. Not more 
than five members of the Commission shall 
be affiliated with the same political party. 

"(5) An individual appointed to fill a va
cancy occurring other than by the expira
tion of a term of office shall be appointed 
only for the unexpired term of the member 
he succeeds. 

"{6) The Commission shall elect a Chair-
man and a Vice Chairman from among its 
members for such terms as the Commission 
determines appropriate. The Vice Chairman 
shall act as Chairman in the absence or dis
ability of the Chairman, or in the event of 
a vacancy in that office. 

"{b) A vacancy in the Commission shall 
not impair the right of the remaining mem
bers to exercise all the powers of the Com
mission and five members thereof shall con
stitute a quorum. 

" {c) The Commission shall have an official 
seal which shall be judicially noticed. 

"{d) The Commission shall at the close 
of each fiscal year report to the Congress and 
to the President concerning the action it 
has taken; the names, salaries, and duties 
of al: individuals in its employ and the money 
it has disbursed; end shall make such fur
ther reports on the matters within its juris
diction and such recommendations for fur
ther legislation as may appear desirable. 

" {e) The principal office of the Commis
sion shall be 1n or near the District of Co
lumbia, but it may meet or exei"cise any or 
all it-: powers in any State. 

"(f) The Commission shall appoint a Gen
eral Counsel anu an Executive Director to 
serve at the pleasure of the Commission. The 
General Counsel shall be the chief legal ofti-
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cer of the Commission. The Executive Direc
tor shall be responsible for the administra
tive operations of the Commission and shall 
perform such other duties as may be dele
gated or assigned to him from time to time 
by regulations or orders of the Commission. 
However, the Commission shall not delegate 
the IUaking of regulations regarding elections 
to the Executive Director. 

"(g) The Chairman of the Coml:'l.ission 
shall appoint and :fix the compensation of 
such personnel as IUaY be necessary to fulfill 
the duties of the Commission in accordance 
with the provisions of title 5, United States 
Code. 

"{h) The Commission may obtain the serv
ices of experts and consultants in accordance 
with section 3109 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

"{i) In carrying out its responsibilities 
under this title, the Commission shall, to 
the fullest extent practicable, avail :itself of 
the assistance, including personnel and fa
cilities, of the General Accounting Office and 
the Department of Justice. The Comptroller 
General and the Attorney General are au
thorized to make available to the Commis
sion such personnel, facilities, a :1d ·ther 
assistance, with or without reimbursement, 
as the Commission may request. 

"POWERS OF COMMISSION 

"SEc. 309. {a) The Commission shall have 
thepower-

"(1) to require, by special or general or
ders, any person to submit in writing such 
reports and answers to questions as the Com
mission may prescribe; and such submission 
shall be made within such reasonable pe
riod and under oath or otherwise as the Com
mission may determine; 

"(2) to administer oaths; 
"{3) to require by subpena, signed by the 

Chairman or the Vice Chairman, the at
tendance and testimony of witnesses and the 
production of all documentary evidence re
lating to the execution of its duties; 

" ( 4) in any proceeding or investigation to 
order testimony to be taken by deposition 
before any person who is designated by the 
Commission and has the power to admin
ister oaths and, in such instances, to compel 
testimony and the production of evidence in 
the same manner as authorized under pal·a
graph (3) of this subsection; 

" { 5) to pay witnesses the same fees and 
mileage as are paid in like circuxnstances in 
the courts of the United States; 

"{6) to accept gifts and voluntary and un
compensated services, notwithstanding the 
provisions of section 3679 of the Revised Stat
utes {31 U.S.C. 665{b)); 

"{7) to initiate {through civil proceedings 
for injunctive relief and through presenta
tions to Federal grand juries), prosecute, 
defend, or appeal any court action in the 
name of the Commission for the purpose of 
enforcing the provisions of title I and this 
title through its General Counsel; and 

"(8) to delegate any of its functions or 
powers, other than the power to issue sub
penas under paragraph (3), to any officer or 
employee of the Commission. 

"(b) Any United States district court 
within the jurisdiction of which any inquiry 
is carried on, may, upon petition by the Com
IUission, in case of refusal to obey a subpena 
or order of the Commisison issued under sub
section {a) of this section, issue an order re
quiring compliance therewith; and any fail
ure to obey the order of the court may be 
punished by the court as a contempt thereof. 

"(c) No person shall be subject to civil 
liability to any person {other than the Com
mission {or the United States) for disclosing 
information at the request of the Commis
sion. 

"(d) (1) Whenever the Commission sub
mits any budget estimate or request to the 
President or the Office of Management and 
Budget, it shall concurrently transmit a copy 
of that estimate or request to the Congress. 

"{2) Whenever the Commission submits 
any legislative recommendations, or testi
mony, or comments on legislation to the 
President or th~ Office of Management and 
Budget, it shall concurrently transmit a copy 
thereof to the Congress. No officer or agency 
of the United States shall have authority to 
require the CommiSsion to submit its legis
lative recommendations, or testimony, or 
comments on legislation, to any officer or 
agency of the United States for approval, 
comments, or review, prior to the submission 
of such recommendations, testimony, or 
comments to the Congress." 

{b) {1) Section 5314 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

" ( 60) Members, Federal Election Commis
sion (9) ." 

(2) Section 5315 of such title is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraphs: 

"{98) General Counsel, Federal Election 
CommiSsion. 

"(99) Executive Director, Federal Election 
Commission." 

(c) Until the appointment and qualifi
cation of all the members of the Federal 
Election Commission and its General Coun
sel and until the transfer provided for in this 
subsection, the Comptroller General, the 
Secretary of the Senate, and the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives shall continue to 
carry out their responsibilities under title I 
and title II of the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971 as such titles existed on the 
day before the date of enactment of this Act. 
Upon the appointment of all the members 
of the Commission and its General Counsel, 
the Comptroller General, the Secretary of the 
Senate, and the Clerk of the House of Repre
sentatives shall meet with the Commission 
and arrange for the transfer, within thirty 
days after the date on which all such mem
bers and the General Counsel are appointed, 
of all records, documents, memorandums 
and other papers associated with carxying 
out their responsibilities under title I and 
title ill of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971. 

{d) Title m of the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971 is amended by-

(1) amending section 301{g) {relating to 
definitions) to read as follows: 

"(g) 'Commission' means the Federal Elec
tion Commission·"· 

(2) striking o~t "supervisory officer" in 
section 302(d) and inserting "Commission"; 

{3) amending section 302{f) {relating to 
organization of political committees) by-

{A) striking out "appropriate supervisory 
officer" in the quoted matter appearing in 
paragraph 1 and inserting "Federal Election 
Commission"; 

(B) striking out "supervisory officer" in 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph {2) 
and inserting "Commission"; 

(C) striking out "which has filed a report 
with him" in paragraph {2) (A) and insert
ing ''which has filed a report with it"; 

( 4) amending section 303 {relating to reg
istration of political committees; state
ments) by-

{A) striking out "supervisory officer" each 
time it appears therein and inserting "Com
mission"; and 

{B) striking out "he" in the second sen
tence of subsection (a) of such section and 
inserting "it"; 

(5) amending section 304 (relating to re
ports by political committees and candi
dates) by-

(A) striking out "appropriate supervisory 
officer" and "hiin" in the first sentence 
thereof and inserting "Commission" and "it", 
respectively; and 

(B) striking out "supervisory officer" where 
it appears in the third sentence of subsection 
(a) and in paragraphs (12) and (13) of sub
section (b), and inserting "Commission"; 
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(6) striking out "supervisory officer" each 

place it appears in section 305 (relating to 
reports by other than political committees) 
and section 306 (relating to formal require
ments respecting .reports and statements) 
and inserting "Commission"; 

(7) striking out "Comptroller General of 
the United States" and "he" in section 307 
(relating to reports on convention financing) 
and inserting "Federal Election Commission" 
and "it", respectively; 

(8) Striking OUt "SUPERVISORY OFFICER" in 
the caption of section 310 (as redesignated by 
subsection (a) of this section) (relating to 
duties of the supervisory officer) and insert
ing "COMMISSION"; 

(9) striking out "supervisory officer" in 
section 310(a) (as redesignated by subsection 
(a) of this section) the first time it appears 
and inserting "Commission"; 

(10) amending section 310(a) (as redesig
nated by subsection (a) of this section) by

(A) striking out "him" in paragraph (1) 
and inserting "it"; 

(B) striking out "him" in paragraph (4) 
and inserting "it"; and 

(C) striking out "he" each place it ap
pears in paragraphs (7) and (9) and insert
ing "it". 

(11) striking out "supervisory officer" in 
section 310(b) (as redesignated by subsec
tion (a) of this subsection) and inserting 
"Commission"; 

(12) amending subsection (c) of section 
310 (as redesignated by subsection (a) of this 
section) by-

(A) striking out "Comptroller General'' 
each place it appears therein and inserting 
"Commission"; and striking "his" in the sec
ond sentence of such subsection and insert
ing "its"; and 

(B) striking out the last sentence thereof; 
(13) amending subsection (d) (1) of sec
tion 310 (as redesignated by subsection (a) of 
this section) by-

( A) striking out "supervisory officer" each 
place it appears therein and inserting "Com
mission"; 

(B) striking out "he" the first place it 
appears in the second sentence of such sec
tion and inserting "it"; and 

(C) striking out "the Attorney General on 
behalf of the United States" and inserting 
"the Commission"; and 

(14) striking out "a supervisory officer" 
1n section 311 (a) (as redesignated by sub
section (a) of this section) (relating to 
statements filed with State officers) and in
serting "the Commission". 

On page 47, after line 2, insert a new 
section, as follows: 

SEc. 9. (a) Title III of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sec
tions: 
"APPROVAL OF PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN EXPENDI

TURES BY NATIONAL COMMITTEE 
"SEC. 314. (a) No expenditure in excess ot 

$100 shall be made by or on behalf of any 
candidate who has received the nomination 
of his political party for President or Vice 
President unless such expenditure has been 
specifically approved by the chairman or 
treasurer of that political party's national 
committee or the designated representative 
of that national committee in the State 
where the funds are to be expended. 

"(b) Each national committee approving 
expenditures under subsection (a) shall reg
ister under section 303 as a political commit
tee and report each expenditure it approves 
as if it had made that expenditure, together 
with the name and address of the person 
seeking approval and making the expendi
ture. 

"(c) No political party shall have more 
than one national committee. 

''A'OTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
"SEC. 315. There are authorized to be ap

propriated to the Commission, for the pur-

pose QL carrying out its functions under title 
I and~is title, not to exceed $2,500,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and not 
to exceed $2,500,000 for each fiscal year there
after." 

(b) Section 301 of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 is amended by-

(1) striking out "and" after the semicolon 
in subsection (h), 

(2) striking the period at the end of sub
section (i) and inserting in lieu thereof "; 
and", and 

(3) inserting at the end of such section 
the following new subsection: 

"(j) 'national committee' means the duly 
constituted organization, which by virtue 
of the bylaws of a political party is respon
sible for the day-to-day operation of that 
political party at the national, level, as de
termined by the Federal Election Commis
sion." 

On page 48, after line 20, insert a new 
section, as follows: 

SEc. 10. Section 403 of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 is amended to read 
as follows: 

"EFFECT ON STATE LAW 

"SEc. 403. The provisions of this Act, and 
of regulations promulgated under this Act, 
supersede any provision of State law with 
respect to campaigns for nomination for 
election, or for election, to Federal office (as 
such term is defined in section 301(c)) ." 

The amendments of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration are as follows: 

On page 1, line 4, after the word "Act", 
insert "Amendments"; on page 2, line 4, 
after the word "than", strike out "the 
office of President or Vice President,"." 
and insert "Federal elective office (in
cluding the office of Vice President),"."; 
after line 9, insert: 

(c) Section 315(c) of such Act (47 U.S.C. 
315(c)) is amended to read as follows: 

(c) "No station licensee may make any 
charge for the use of any such station by or 
on behalf of any legally qualified candidate 
for nomination for election, or for election, to 
Federal elective office unless such candidate 
(or a person specifically authorized by such 
candidate in writing to do so) certifies to 
such licensee in writing that the payment 
of such charge will not exceed the limit on 
expenditures appllcable to that candidate 
under section 614 of title 18, United States 
Code." 

(2) Section 315(d) of such Act (47 U.S.C. 
315(d)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(d) If a State by law imposes a limitation 
upon the amount which a legally qualified 
candidate for nomination for election, or 
for election, to public office (other than 
Federal elective office) within that State may 
spend in connection with his campaign for 
such nomination or his campaign for elec
tion, then no station licensee may make any 
charge for the use of such station by or on 
behalf of such candidate unless such can
didate (or a person specifically authorized in 
writing by him to do so) certifies to such 
licensee in writing that the payment of 
such charge will not violate that limitation." 

(d) Section 317 of such Act (47 U.S.C. 
317), is amended by-

(1) striking out in paragraph (1) of sub
section (a) "person: Provided, That" and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: "per
son. If such matter is a political advertise
ment soliciting funds for a candidate or a 
political committee, there shall be announced 
at the time of such broadcast a statement 
that a copy of reports filed by that person 
with the Federal Election Commission is 
available from the Federal Election Commis
sion, Washington, D.C., and the licensee shall 
not make any charge for any part of the 
costs of making the announcement. The 
term"; and 

(2) by redesignating subsection (e) as (f), 

and by inserting after subsection (d) tb.e 
following new subsection: 

"(e) Each station licensee shall maintain 
a record of any political advertisement 
broadcast, together with the identification of 
the person who caused it to be broadcast, for 
a period of two years. The record shall be 
available for public inspection at reasonable 
hours." 

On page 4, after line 7, strike out: 
SEc. 3. (a) Section 102(1) of the Campaign 

Communications Reform Act is amended to 
read as follows: 

On page 5, after line 7, strike out: 
"(1) The term 'expenditure'-
"(A) means-
"(!) a purchase, payment, distribution, 

loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money or 
anything of value made for the purpose of 
influencing the nomination for election, or 
election, of any person to Federal office, for 
the purpose of influencing the result of any 
election held for the selection of delegates 
to a national nominating convention of a po
litical party or for the expression of a prefer
ence for the nomination of persons for elec
tion to the Office of President; 

"(ii) a contract, promise, or agreement, 
express or implied, whether or not legally en
forceable, to make any expenditure; and 

"(iii) a transfer of funds between polit
ical committees; but 

"(B) does not include (i) a loan of money 
by a National or State bank made in aciord
ance with the applicable banking laws and 
regulations and in the ordinary course of 
business; (ii) the services of those who vol
unteer to work on behalf of a candidate; or 
(iii) communications by an established mem· 
bership organization (not o:-ganized for pure
ly political purposes) to its members, or by 
a corporation (not organized for purely po
litical purposes) to its stockholders." 

On page 6, after line 14, strike out: 
(c) Section 102(6) of the Campaign Com

munications Reform Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(6) The term 'State' means each State of 
the United States, the District of Columbia, 
the territory of Guam, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, and the territory of the Virgin 
Islands." 

(d) Section 102 of the Campaign Commu
nications Reform Act is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para
graph: 

"(7) The term 'person' means an individ
ual, partnership, committee, association, cor
poration, labor organization or group of 
persons. 

On page 7, after line 2, insert a new 
section, as follows: 

SEc. 3. The Campaign Communications Re
form Act is repealed. 

After line 4, strike out: 
SEc. 4. Section 104 of the Campaign Com

munications Reform Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

"LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURES 

After line 17, strike out: 
"SEc. 104. (a) (1) No legally qualified can

didate (other than a candidate for Presi
dential nomination) may make expenditures 
in connection with his campaign for nomi
nation for election, or election, to Federal 
office in excess of the greater of-

•'(A) 25 cents multiplied by the voting 
age population (as certified under subsec
tion (e) ) of the geographical area in which 
the election for such office is held, or 

"(B) the maximum amount allowable un
der paragraph (2). 

" ( 2) For purposes of paragraph ( 1) , the 
maximum amount allowable under this para
graph is--

"(A) $175,000, if the Federal office sought 
is that of Senator, Delegate, Resident Com-
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missioner, or Representative from a State 
which is entitled to only one Representative; 
and 

"(B) $90,000, if the Federal office sought 
is that of Representative from a State en
titled to more than one Representative. 

"(3) The limitation on expenditures im
posed by this subsection shall apply sep
arately to each primary, primary runoff, gen
eral, and special election campaign in which 
a candidate participates. 

On page 8, after line 17, strike out: 
"(b) No candidate for presidential nomina

tion may make expenditures in any State 
in connection with his campaign for such 
nomination in excess of the amount which 
a candidate for nomination for election as 
United States Senator from that State (or 
for election as Delegate in the case of the 
District of Columbia) might expend within 
the State in connection with his campaign 
for that nomination: For purposes of this 
subsection, an individual is a candidate for 
presidential nomination if he makes (or 
any other person makes on his behalf) an 
expenditure on behalf of his candidacy for 
any political party's nomination for election 
to the office of President. He shall be con
sidered to be such a candidate during the 
period-

"(1) beginning on the date on which he 
(or such other person) first makes an ex
penditure (or, i! later, on January 1 of the 
year in which the election for the office of 
President is held), and 

"(2) ending on the date on which such 
political party nominates a candidate for 
the office of President. 
For purposes of this title and of section 315 
of the Communications Act of 1934, a candi
date for presidential nomination (as deter
mined under the preceding sentence) shall 
be considered a legally qualified candidate 
for public office. 

" (c) ( 1) Expenditures made on behalf of 
any legally qualified candidate or candidate 
for presidential nomination shall, for the 
purpose of this section, be deemed to have 
been expended by such candidate. Expendi
tures made on behalf of any candidate for 
the office of Vice President of the United 
States shall, for the purpose of this section, 
be deemed to have been made by the candi
date for the office of President of the United 
States with whom he is running. 

At the top of page 10, strike out: 
"(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) no 

expenditure in an amount not in excess of 
$100 made on behalf of a candidate by a 
person or persons acting independently of 
the candidate shall be deemed to have been 
made by such candidate unless the person 
making the expenditure is the candidate or 
his agent, or is a political committee or other 
person required, under section 304 or 305 of 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, 
to report that expenditure to the Federal 
Election Commission." 

After line 9, strike out: 
"(d) (1) For purposes of paragraph (2)
"{A) The term 'price index' means the 

average over a calendar year of the Consumer 
Price Index (all items-United States city 
average) published monthly by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics. 

"(B) The term 'base period' means the 
calendar year 1970. 

"(2) At the beginning of each calendar 
year (commencing in 1974), as there becomes 
available necessary data from the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor, 
the Secretary of Labor shall certify to the 
Federal Election Commission and publish in 
the Federal Register the per centum differ
ence between the price index for the twelve 
months preceding the beginning of such 
calendar year and the price index for the 
base period. Each amount determined under 

subsection (a) of this section shall be in
creased by such per centum differenc~Each 
amount so increased shall be the amount in 
effect for such calendar year. 

" (e) Within sixty days after the date of 
enactment of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1973, and during the first week of 
January 1974, and every subsequent year, the 
Secretary of Commerce shall certify to the 
Federal Election Commission and publish in 
the Federal Register an estimate of the vot
ing age population of each State and con
gressional district as of the 1st day of June 
next preceding the date of certification. 

"(f) No person shall make any charge for 
services or products furnished to, or for the 
benefit of, any legally qualified candidate in 
connection with his campaign for nomina.: 
tion for election, or election, in an amount 
in excess of $100 unless the candidate (or a 
person specifically authorized by the can
didate in writing to do so) certifies in writ
ing to the person making the charge that 
the payment of that charge will not exceed 
the expenditure limitations set forth in this 
section. 

"{g) The Federal Election Commission 
shall prescribe regulations under which any 
expenditure by a candidate for presidential 
nomination for use in two or more States 
shall be attributed to such candidate's ex
penditure limitation in each such State, 
based on the number of persons in such 
State who can reasonably be expected to be 
reached by such expenditure." 

On page 12, after line 2, strike out: 
SEc. 5. Section 105 of the Campaign Com

munications Reform Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

''REGULATIONS 

"SEc. 105 The Comptroller General Federal 
Election Commission shall prescribe such 
regulations as may be necessary to carry out 
sections 102, 103 (b), and 104 of this Act." 

SEc. 6. Section 106 of the Campaign Com
munications Reform Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

"PENALTIES 

"SEc. 106. Whoever willfully and knowingly 
violates any provision of section 103(b) or 
104 or any regulation under section 105 shall 
be punished by a fine of not more than $5,000 
or by imprisonment of not more than five 
years, or both." 

SEc. 7. Subsections (c), (d), (e;, and (f) 
of section 315 of the Communications Act 
of 1934 are repealed and subsection (g) of 
such section is redesignated as subsection 
(c). 

After line 21, insert: 
SEC. 4. (a) Section 301 of the Federal Elec

tion Campaign Act of 1971 (relating to defi
ni ttons) is amended by-

( 1) striking out ", and ( 5) the election of 
delegates to a constitutional convention for 
proposing amendments to the Constitution 
of the United States" in paragraph (a), and 
by inserting "and" before "(4)" in such 
paragraph; 

(2) striking out paragraph (d) and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(d) 'political committee' means-
" ( 1) any committee, club, association, 

or other group of persons which receives con
tributions or makes expenditures during a 
calendar year in an aggregate amount exceed
ing $1,000; 

"(2) any national committee, association, 
or organization of a political party, any State 
affiliate or subsidiary of a national political 
party, and any State central committee o! a 
political party; and 

"(3) any committee, association, or or
ganization engaged in the administration of 
a separate segregated fund described in sec
tion 610 of title 18, United States Code;"; 

(3) inserting in paragraph (e) (1) after 
"subscription" the following: "(including 
any assessment, fee, or membership dues)"; 

(4) striking out in paragraph (e) (1) "or 
for the purpose of influencing the election of 
delegates to a constitutional convention for 
proposing amendments to the Constitution 
of the United States" and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: "or for the purpose of 
financing any operations of a political com
mittee, or for the purpose of paying, at any 
time, any debt or obligation incurred by a 
candidate or a political committee in connec
tion with any campaign for nomination for 
election, or for election, to Federal office" ; 

(5) striking out subparagraphs (2) and 
(3) of paragraph (e), and redesignating sub
paragraphs (4) and (5) as (2) and (3), 
respectively; 

(6) striking out paragraph (f) and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: 

"(f) 'expenditure' means a purchase, pay
ment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, 
or gift of money or anything of value, made 
for the purpose of-

" ( 1) infiuencing the nomination for elec
tion, or the election, of any person to Fed
eral office, or to the office of presidential and 
vice-presidential elector; 

"(2) influencing the result of a primary 
election held for the selection of delegates 
to a national nominating convention of a 
political party or for the expression of a 
preference for the nomination of persons for 
election to the office of President; 

"(3) financing any operations of a political 
committee; or 

"(4) paying, at any time, any debt or 
obligation incurred by a candidate or a polit
ical committee in connection with any cam
paign for nomination for election, or for 
election, to Federal office;"; 

(7) striking "and" at the end of para
graph (h), 

(8) striking the period at the end of para
graph (i) and inserting in lieu thereof a 
semicolon; and 

(9) adding at the end thereof the follow• 
ing new subsections: 

" ( j) 'identification' means-
" ( 1) in the case o! an individual, his full 

name and the full address of his principal 
place of residence; and 

"(2) in the case of any other person, the 
full name and address of that person; 

"(k) 'national committee' means the duly 
constituted organization which, by virtue of 
the bylaws of a political party, is responsible 
for the day-to-day operation of that political 
party at the national level, as determined by 
the Commission; and 

"(1) 'political party' means a political 
party which, in the next preceding presiden
tial election, nominated candidates for elec
tion to the offices of President and Vice Presi
dent, and the electors of which party received 
in such election, in any or all of the States, 
an aggregate number of votes equal in num
ber to at least 10 per centum of the total 
number of votes cast throughout the United 
States for all electors for candidates for 
President and Vice President in such 
election.". 

(b) (1) Section 302(b) of such Act (relat
ing to reports of contributions in excess of 
$10) is amended by striking", the name and 
address (occupation and principal place o! 
business, if any)" and inserting "of the con
tribution and the identification". 

(2) Section 302(c) of such Act (relating 
to detailed accounts) is amended by striking 
"full name and mailing address (occupation 
and the principal place of business, if any) " 
in paragraphs (2) and (4) and inserting in 
each such paragraph "identification". 

On page 16, after line 18, insert a new 
section, as follows: 

SEc. 5. (a) Section 303 of the Federal Elec
tion Campaign Act of 1971 (relating to regis
tration of political committees; statements) 
is amended by redesignating subsections (a) 
through (d) as (b) through (e), respectLvely, 
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and by inserting after "SEc. 303." the follow
ing new subsection (a): 

"(a) Each candidate shall, within ten days 
after the date on which he has qualified un
der State law as a candidate, or on which he, 
or any person authorized by him to do so, 
has received a contribution or made an ex
penditure in connection with his campaign 
or for the purpose of preparing to undertake 
hls campaign, file with the Commission a 
registration statement in such form as the 
Commission may prescribe. The statement 
shall include-

"(1) the iden~ification of the candidate, 
and any individual, political committee, or 
other person he has authorized to receive 
contributions or make expenditures on his 
behalf in connection with his campaign; 

"(2) the identification of his campaign de
positories, together with the title and num
ber of each account at each such depository 
which is to be used in connection with his 
campaign, any safety deposit box to be used 
in connection therewith, and the identifica
tion of each individual authorized by him to 
make any expenditure or withdrawal from 
such account or box; and 

"(3) such additional relevant information 
as the Commission may require." 

(b) The first sentence of subsection (b) of 
such section (as redesignated by subsection 
(a) of this section) is amended to read as 
follows: "The treasurer of each political com
mittee shall file with the Commission a state
ment of organization within ten days after 
the date on which the committee is orga
nized.". 

(c) The second sentence of such subsection 
(b) is amended by striking out "this Act" 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"the Federal Election Campaign Act Amend
ments of 1973". 

(d) Subsection (c) of such section (as re
designated by subsection (a) of this section) 
is amended by-

(1) inserting "be in such form as the Com
mission shall prescribe, and shall" after "The 
statement of organization shall"; 

(2) striking out paragraph (3) and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: 

"(3) the geographic area or political juris
diction within which the committee will op
erate, and a general description of the com
mittee's authority and activities;"; and 

(3) striking out paragraph (9) and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: 

"(9) the name and address of the cam
paign depositories used by that committee, 
together with the title and number of each 
account and safety deposit box used by that 
committee at each depository, and the iden
tification of each individual authorized· to 
make withdrawals or payments out of such 
account or box;". 

(e) The caption of such section 303 1S 
amended by inserting "cANDIDATES AND" after 
"REGISTRATION OF". 

On page 19, after line 4, insert a new 
section, as follows: 

SEc. 6. (a) Section 304 of the Federal Elec
tion Campaign Act of 1971 (relating to re
ports by political committees and candidates) 
is amended by-

(1) inserting "(1)" after "(a)" in subsec
tion (a); 

(2) striking out "for election" each place 
it appears in the first sentence of subsection 
(a) and inserting in lieu thereof in each 
such place "for nomination for election, or 
for election,"; 

(3) striking out "March, June, and Sep
tember, in each year, and on the fifteenth 
and fifth days" in the second sentence of 
subsection (a) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: "April, July, and October, in 
each year, and on the tenth day"; 

(4) striking out everything after "filing" 
in the third sentence of subsection (a) and 
inserting in lieu thereof a period and the 
following: "Any contribution of $5,000 or 

more which is received after the closing date 
of the last report required to be filed prior 
to any election shall be reported within 
twenty-four hours after its receipt. If the 
person making any anonymous contribution 
is subsequently identified, the identification 
of the contributor shall be reported to the 
Commission within the reporting period 
within which it is identified."; and 

(5) adding at the end of subsection (a) 
the following new paragraph: 

"(2) Upon a request made by a Presidential 
candidate or a political committee which op
erates in more than one State, or upon its 
own motion, the Commission may waive the 
reporting dates (other than January 31) set 
forth in the second sentence of paragraph 
( 1), and require instead that such candidates 
or political committees file reports not less 
frequently than monthly. The Commission 
may not require a Presidential candidate or 
a political committee operating in more than 
one State to file more than eleven reports 
(not counting any report to be filed on Janu
ary 31 and special reports of contributions of 
$5,000 or more as required in paragraph (1) 
above) during any calendar year. If the Com
mission acts on its own motion under this 
paragraph with respect to a candidate or a 
political committee, that candidate or com
mittee may obtain judicial review in accord
ance with the provisions of chapter 7 of title 
5, United States Code.". 

(b) (1) Section 304(b) of such Act (relat
ing to reports by political committees and 
candidates) is amended by striking "full 
name and mailing address (occupation and 
the principal place of business, if any" in 
paragraphs (2). (9), and (10) and inserting 
in lieu thereof in each such paragraph: 
"identification". 

(2) Subsection (b) (5) of such section 304 
is amended by striking out "full names and 
mailing addresses (occupations and principal 
places of business, if any) of the lender and 
endorsers" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"identification of the lender, endorsers, and 
guarantors". 

(c) Subsection (b) (12) of such section is 
amended by inserting before the semicolon 
the following: ", together with a statement 
as to the circumstances and conditions under 
which any such debt or obligation is extin
guished and the consideration therefor". 

(d) Subsection (b) of such section is 
amended by-

(1) striking the "and" at the end of para
graph (12); and 

(2) redesignating paragraph (13) as (14), 
and by inserting after paragraph (12) the 
following new paragraph: 

" ( 13) such information as the Commission 
may require for the disclosure of the nature, 
amount, source, and designated recipient of 
any earmarked, encuxnbered, or restricted 
contribution or other special fund; and", 

(e) The first sentence of subsection (c) of 
such section is amended to read as follows: 
"The reports required to be filed by subsec
tion (a) shall be cumulative during the cal
endar year to which they relate, and during 
such additional periods of time as the Com
mission may require.". 

(f) Such section 304 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub
sections: 

"(d) This section does not require a Mem
ber of Congress to report, as contributions 
received or as expenditures made, the value 
of photographic, matting, or recording serv
ices furnished to him before the first day of 
January of the year preceding the year in 
which his term of office expires 1! those 
services were furnished to him by the Sen
ate Recording Studio, the House Recording 
Studio, or by any individual whose pay is 
disbursed by the Secretary of the Senate or 
the Clerk of the House of Representatives 
and who furnishes such services as his pri
xnary duty as an employee of the Senate or 
House of Representatives, or if such services 

were paid for by the Republican or Demo
cratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, the 
Democratic National Congressional Commit
tee, or the National Republican Congres
sional Committee. 

" (e) Every person (other than a political 
committee or candidate) who makes con
tributions or expenditures, other than by 
contribution to a political committee or 
candidate, in an aggregate amount in excess 
of $100 within a calendar year :?hall file with 
the Commission a statement containing the 
information required by this section. State
ments required by this subsection shall be 
filed on the dates on which reports by politi
cal committees are .filed, but need not be 
cumulative.". 

(g) The caption of such section 304 is 
amended to read as follows: 

"REPORTS". 
On page 23, after line 9, insert a new 

section, as follows: 
SEc. 7. Section 305 of the Federal Election 

Campaign Act of 1971 (relating to reports by 
others than political committees) is amended 
to read as follows: 

"REQUmEMENTS RELATING TO CAMPAIGN 
ADVERTISING 

"SEC. 305. (a) No person shall cause any 
political advertisement to be published un
less he furnishes to the publisher of the 
advertisement his identification in writing, 
together with the identification of any per
son authorizing him to cause such publica
tion. 

"(b) Any published political advertisement 
shall contain a statement, in such form as 
the Commission may prescribe, of the identi
fication of the person authorizing the publi
cation of that advertisement. 

"(c) Any publisher who publishes any 
political advertisement shall maintain such 
records as the Commission may prescribe for 
a period of two years after the date of publi
cation setting forth such advertisement and 
any material relating to identification fur
nished to him in connection therewith, and 
shall permit the public to inspect and copy 
those records at reasonable hours. 

"(d) To the extent that any person sells 
space in any newspaper or magazine to a 
legally qualified candidate for Federal elec
tive office, or nomination thereto, in connec
tion with such candidate's campaign for 
nomination for, or election to, such office, 
the charges made for the use of such space 
in connection with his campaign shall not 
exceed t.he charges made for comparable use 
of such space for other purposes. 

" (e) Any political committee shall include 
on the face or front page of all literature 
and advertisements soliciting contributions 
the following notice: 

"'A copy of our report filed with the Fed
eral Election Commission is available for pur
chase from the Federal Election Commission, 
Washington, D.C! 

"(f) As used in this section, the term
" (1) 'political advertisement• means any 

matter advocating the election or defeat of 
any candidate or otherwise seeking to infiu
ence the outcome of any election, but does 
not include any bona fide news story (in
cluding interviews, commentaries, or other 
works prepared for and published by any 
newspaper, magazine, or other periodical pub
lication the publication of which work is not 
paid for by any candidate, political commit
tee, or agent thereof or by any other person); 
and 

"(2) 'published' means publication in a 
newspaper, magazine, or other periodical 
publication, distribution of printed leafiets, 
pamphlets, or other documents, or display 
through the use of any outdoor advertising 
fac111ty, and such other use of printed media 
as the Commission shall prescribe.". 

On page 25, after line 10, insert a new 
section, as follows: · 
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SEc. 8. Section 306 (c) of the Federal Elec
tion campaign Act of 1971 (relating to formal 
reqtuirements respecting reports and state
m~ts) is amended to read as follows: 

"(c) The Commission may, by published 
regulation of general applicability, relieve-

" ( 1) any category of candidates of the obli
gation to comply personally with the require
ments of section 304, if it determines that 
such action will not have any adverse effect 
on the purposes of this title, and 

"(2) any category of political committees 
of the obligation to comply with such section 
if such committees-

"(A) primarily support persons seeking 
State or local office, and 

"(B) do not operate in more than one 
State or do not operate on a statewide 
basis.". 

On page 26, at the beginning of line 3, 
change the section number from "8" to 
"9"; in line 6, after the word "sections", 
strike out "310" and insert "312"; in the 
same line, after the word "through", 
strike out "313" and insert "315"; in line 
13, after the word "Election", strike out 
"Commission, hereinafter referred to as 
the 'Commission'." and insert "Commis
sion."; after line 14, strike out: 

"(2) The Commission shall be composed of 
nine members who shall be appointed by the 
President and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate. 

"(3) Except as provided in this paragraph, 
members of the Commission shall be ap
pointed for terms of fifteen years each, end
ing at noon on the 30th day of April in each 
case. Of the members initially appointed 
under this section-

"(A) three shall be appointed for terms 
ending at noon on the thirtieth day of the 
fifth April beginning after the date of en
actment of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1973, 

"(B) three shall be appointed for terms 
ending at noon on the thirtieth day of the 
tenth April beginning after the date of 
enactment of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1973, and 

"(C) three shall be appointed for terms 
ending at noon on the thirtieth day of the 
fifteenth April beginning after the date of 
enactment of the Federal Election Cam
'paign Act of 1973. 

On page 27, after line 8, insert: 
"{2) The Commission shall be composed of 

seven members who shall be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and con
sent of the Senate. Of the seven members 
of the Commission-

"(A) two shall be chosen from among indi
viduals recommended by the President pro 
tempore of the Senate, upon the recommen
dations of the majority leader of the Senate 
and the minority leader of the Senate; and 

"(B) two shall be chosen from among indi
viduals recommended by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, upon the recom
mendations of the majority leader of the 
House and the minority leader of the House. 
The two members appointed under subpara
graph (A) shall not be affiliated with the 
same political party; nor shall the t · .. ·<- mem
bers appointed under subparagraph (B). Of 
the members not appointed under such sub
paragraphs, not more than two shall be affili
ated with the same political party. 

"(3) Members of the Commission shall 
serve for terms of seven years, except that, 
of the members first appointed-

"(A) one of the members not appointed 
under subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph 
(2) shall be appointed for a term ending on 
the April thirtieth first occurring more than 
six months after the date on which he is 
appointed; 

"(B) one of the members appointed under 
paragraph (2) (A) shall be appointed for a 

term ending one year after the April thirtieth 
on which the term of the member referred 
to in subparagraph (A) of this paragraph 
ends; 

"(C) one of the members appointed under 
paragraph (2) (B) shall be appointed for a 
term ending two years thereafter; 

"(D) one of the members not appointed 
under subparargaph (A) or (B) of paragraph 
(2) shall be appointed for a term ending 
three years thereafter; 

"(E) one of the members appointed un
der paragraph (2) (A) shall be appointed for 
a term ending four years thereafter; 

"(F) one of the members appointed under 
paragraph (2) (B) shall be appointed for a 
term ending five years thereafter; and 

"(G) one of the members not appointed 
under subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph 
(2) shall be appointed for a term ending six 
years thereafter. 

On page 29, at the beginning of line 9, 
strike out "Not more than five members 
of the Commission shall be affiliated 
with the same political party.'' and in
·sert "A member may be reappointed to 
the Commission only once."; in line 15, 
after the word "succeeds.'', insert "Any 
vacancy occurring in the office of mem
ber of the Commission shall be filled in 
the manner in which that office was orig
inally filled.''; in line 19, after the word 
"for", strike out "such terms as the Com
mission determines appropriate" and in
sert "a term of two years. The Chairman 
and the Vice Chairman shall not be affil
iated with the same political party."; on 
page 30, line 2, after the word "and", 
strike out "five" and insert "four"; on 
page 31, after line 15, insert: 

"(j) The provisions of section 7324 of title 
5, United States Code, shall apply to mem
bers of the Commission notwithstanding the 
provisions of subsection (d) (3) of such 
section. 

"(k) (1) Whenever the Commission sub
mits any budget estimate or requests to the 
President or the Office of Management and 
Budget, it shall concurrently transmit a copy 
of that estimate or request to the Congress. 

"(2) Whenever the Commission submits 
any legislative recommendations, or tes
timony, or comments on legislation requested 
by the Congress or by any Member of Con
gress to the President or the Office of Man
agement and Budget, it shall concurrently 
transmit a copy thereof to the Congress or to 
the member requesting the same. No officer 
or agency of the United States shall have any 
aut;hority to require the Commission to sub
mit its legislative recommendations, or tes
timony, or comments on legislation, to any 
office or agency of the United States for ap
proval, comments, or review, prior to the 
submission of such recommendations, tes
timony, or comments to the Congress. 

On page 32, line 21, after the word 
"subpena", insert a comma and "signed 
by the Chairman or the Vice Chair
man,"; on page 33, after line 8, strike 
out: 

"(6) to accept gifts and voluntary and 
uncompensated services, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 3679 of the Revised 
Statutes (31 U.S.C. 665(b)); 

At the beginning of line 12, strike out 
"(7)" and insert "(6)"; in line 16, after 
the word "of", where it appears the sec
ond time, strike out "title I and"; at the 
beginning of line 17, insert "and of sec
tions 602, 608, 610, 611, 612, 613, 614, 
615, and 616 of title 18, United Stat-es 
Code,"; at the beginning of line 20, strike 
out "(8)" and insert "(7) "; on page 34, 
after line 7, strike out: 

"(d) (1) Whenever the Commission sub
mits any budget estimate or request to the 
President or the Office of Management and 
Budget, it shall concurrently transmit a 
copy of that estimate or request to the Con
gress. 

After line 11, strike out: 
"(2) Whenever the Commission submits 

any legislative recommendations, or testi
mony, or comments on legislation to the 
President or the Office of Management and 
Budget, it shall concurrently transmit a copy 
thereof to the Congress. No officer or agency 
of the United States shall have authority to 
require the Commission to submit its leg
islative recommendations, or testimony, or 
comments on legislation, to any officer or 
agency of the United States for approval, 
comments, or review, prior to the submis
sion of such recommendations, testimony, or 
comments to the Congress." 

After line 21, insert: 
" (d) Notwithstanding any other provision 

of law, the Commission shall be the primary 
civil and criminal enforcement agency for 
violations of the provisions of this title, and 
of sections 602, 608, 610, 611, 612, 613, 614, 
615, and 616 of the title 18, United States 
Code. Any violation of any such provision 
shall be prosecuted by the Attorney General 
or Department of Justice personnel only 
after consultation with, and with the consent 
of, the Commission. 

"(e) (1) Any person who violates any pro
vision of this title may be assessed a civil 
penalty by the Commission under paragraph 
(2) of this subsection of not more than 
$10,000 for each such violation. Each occur
rence of a violation of this title and each day 
of noncompliance with a disclosure require
ment of this title or an order of the Com
mission issued under this section shall con
stitute a separate offense. In determining the 
amount of the penalty the Commission shall 
consider the person's history of previous 
violations, the appropriateness of such 
penalty to the financial resources of the per
son charged, the gravity of the violation, and 
.the demonstrated good faith of the person 
charged in attempting to aqhieve rapid com
pliance after notif!c~tion of a violation. 

"(2) A civil penalty shall be assessed by the 
Commission by order only after the person 
charged with a violation has been given an 
opportunity for a hearing and the Commis
sion has determined, · by decision incorpora
.ting its findings of fact therein, that a viola
tion did occur, and the amount of the 
penalty. Any hearing under this section shall 
be of record and shall be held in accordance 
with section 554 of title· 5, United States 
Code. 

"(3) If the person against whom a civil 
penalty is assessed fails to pay the penalty, 
the Commission shall file a petition for en
forcement of its order assessing the penalty 
in any appropriate district court of the 
United States. The petition shall designate 
the person against whom the order is sought 
to be enforced as the respondent. A copy ot 
the petition shall forthwith be sent by regis
tered or certified mall to the respondent and 
his attorney of record, and thereupon the 
Commission shall certify and file in such 
court the record upon which such order 
sought to be enforced was issued. The court 
shall have jurisdiction to enter a judgment 
enforcing, modifying, and enforcing as so 
modified, or settting aside in whole or in 
part the order and decision of the Commis
sion or it may remand the proceedings to 
the Commission for such further action as 
it may direct. The court may consider and 
determine de novo all relevant issues of law 
but the Commission's findings of fact shall 
become final thirty days after issuance of its 
decision order incorporating such findings 
of fact and shall not thereafter be subject 
to judicial review. 
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"CENTRAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES 

"SEc. 310. (a) Each candidate shall desig~ 
nate one political committee as his central 
campaign committee. A candidate for nomi~ 
nation for election, or for election, to the 
office of President, may also designate one 
political committee in each State in which 
he is a candidate as his State campaign com~ 
mittee for that State. The designation shall 
be made in writing, and a copy of the desig~ 
nation, together with such information as 
the Commission may require, shall be fur~ 
nished to the Commission upon the desig~ 
nation of any such committee. 

"(b) No political committee may be desig~ 
nated as the central campaign committee of 
more than one candidate. The central cam~ 
paign committee, and each State campaign 
committee, designated by a candidate nomi~ 
nated by a political party for election to the 
office of President shall be the central cam~ 
paign committee and the State campaign 
committees of the candidate nominated by 
that party for election to the office of Vice 
President. 

"(c) (1) Any political committee author~ 
ized by a candidate to accept contributions 
or tnake expenditures in connection with 
his campaign for nomination or for election, 
which is not a central campaign committee 
or a State campaign committee, shall fur~ 
nish each report required of it under section 
304 (other than reports required under the 
last sentence of section 304(a) and 31l(b)) 
to that candidate's central compaign com
mittee at the time it would, but for this 
subsection, be required to furnish that re
port to the Commission. Any report properly 
furnished to a central campaign committee 
under this subsection shall be, for purposes 
of this title, held and considered to have 
been furnished to the Commission at the 
time at which it was furnished to such cen
tral campaign committee. 

"(2) The Commission may, by regulation, 
require any political committee receiving 
contributions or making expenditures in a 
State on behalf of a candidate who, under 
subsection (a), has designated a. State cam
paign committee for that State to furnish 
its reports to that State campaign commit
tee instead of furnishing such reports to 
the central campaign committee of that 
candidate. 

"(3) The Commission may require any 
political committee to furnish any report 
directly to the Commission. 

" (d) Each political committee which is a 
central campaign committee or a State cam
paign committee shall receive all reports filed 
with or furnished to it by other political 
committees, and consolidate and furnish the 
reports to the Commission, together with its 
own reports and statements, in accordance 
with the provisions of this title and regu
lations prescribed by the Commission. 

"CAMPAIGN DEPOSITORIES 

"SEc. 311. (a) (1) Each candidate shall des
ignate one or more National or State banks 
as his campaign depositories. The central 
campaign committee of that candidate, and 
any other political committee authorized by 
him to receive contributions or to make ex~ 
penditures on his behalf, shall maintain a 
checking account at a depository so desig
nated by the candidate and shall deposit· any 
contributions received by that committee in
to that account. No expenditure may be 
made by any such committee on behalf ot 
a candidate or to influence his election ex
cept by check drawn on that account, other 
than petty cash expenditures as provided in 
subsection (b). 

"(2) The treasurer of each political com
mittee (other than a political committee au
thorized by a candidate to receive contribu
tions or to make expenditures on his be
half) shall designate one or more National 
or State banks as campaign depositories ot 
that committee, and shall maintain a. check
ing account for the committee at each such 

depository. All contributions received by that 
committee shall be deposited in such ac
count. No expenditure may be tnade by that 
committee except by check drawn on that 
account, other than petty cash expenditures 
as provided in subsection (b). 

"(b) A political committee may maintain 
a petty cash fund out of which it may make 
expenditures not in excess of $100 to any 
person in connection with a single purchase 
or transaction. A record of petty cash dis
bursements shall be kept in accordance with 
requirements established by the Commission, 
and such statements and reports thereof 
shall be furnished to the Commission as it 
may require. 

"(c) A candidate for nomination for elec~ 
tion, or for election, to the office of President 
may establish one such depository in each 
State, which shall be considered by his State 
campaign committee for that State and any 
other political committee authorized by him 
to receive contributions or to make expendi
tures on his behalf in that State, under regu
lations prescribed by the Commission, as 
his single campaign depository. The cam~ 
paign depository of the candidate of a. po~ 
litical party for election to the office of Vice 
President shall be the campaign depository 
designated by the candidate of that party for 
election to the office of President.". 

On page 40, line 19, strike out "(9)" 
and insert " ( 7) "; on page 42, line 3, 
after "(3)", strike out "amending" and 
insert "striking out"; in line 4, after the 
word "committees", strike out "by -" 
and insert a semicolon; after line 4, strike 
out: 

(A) striking out "appropriate supervisory 
officer" in the quoted matter appearing in 
paragraph 1 and inserting "Federal Election 
Commission";] 

(B) striking out "supervisory officer" in 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph 
(2) and inserting "Commission"; 

(C) striking out "which has filed a re
port with him" in paragraph (2) (A) and 
inserting "which has filed a report with it"; 

In line 19, after the word "subsection", 
strike out "(a),. and insert "(b)"; in 
the same line, after the word "section", 
insert "<as redesignated by section 5 (a) 
of this Act) "; on page 43, line 3, after 
the word "and", strike out "(13)" and 
insert "(14 <as redesignated by section 
6(d) (2) of this Act)"; in line 7, after 
the word "in", strike out "section 305 
<relating to reports by other than polit
ical committees) and"; in line 16, after 
the word "section", strike out "310" and 
insert "312"; in line 23, after the word 
"section", strike out "310(a)" and insert 

· "312 (a) "; on page 44, at the beginning 
of line 6, strike out "(310 (b)" and insert 
"312(b)"; in line 8, after the word "sec
tion", strike out "310" and insert "312"; 
in line 16, after the word "section", strike 
out "310" and insert "312"; on page 45, 
at the beginning of line 4, strike out 
"311(a)" and insert "313(a) "; after line 
6, insert a new section, as follows: 

SEc. 10. Section 312 (a} (6) (as redesignated 
by this Act) of the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971 (relating to duties of the 
supervisory officer) ls amended to read as 
follows: 

"(6) to compile and maintain a. cumulative 
index listing all statements and reports filed 
with the Commission during each calendar 
year by political committees and candidates, 
which the Commission shall cause to be pub
lished in the Federal Register no less fre
quently than monthly during even-num
bered years and quarterly in odd-numbered 
years and which shall be in such form and 
shall include such information as may be 

prescribed by the Commission to permit easy 
identification of each statement, report, can~ 
didate, and committee listed, at least as to 
their names, the dates of the statements and 
reports, and the number of pages in each, 
and the Commission shall make copies of 
statements and reports listed in the index 
available for sale, direct or by mail, at a price 
determined by the Commission to be reason
able to the purchaser;". 

On page 46, after line 2, insert a new 
section, as follows: 

SEc. 11. (a) Section 313(a) (1) (as redesig
nated by this Act) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (relating to statements 
filed with State officers) is amended by strik
ing out "in which an expenditure is made by 
him or on his behalf" and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: "in which he is a 
candidate or in which substantial expendi
tures are made by him or on his behalf". 

After line 9, insert a new section, as 
follows: 

SEc. 12. Section 314 (as redesignated by 
this Act) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (relating to prohibition of con
tributions in name of another) is amended 
b_y inserting after "another person", the first 
t1me it appears, the following: "or knowingly 
permit his name to be used to effect such" a 
contribution". 

After line 15, insert a new section, as 
follows: 

~Ec. 13. Section 315 (as redesignated by 
thiS Act) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (relating to penalty for viola
tions) is amended to read as follows: 

"PENALTY FOR VIOLATIONS 

"SEc. 315. (a) Violation of the provisions 
of this title is a misdemeanor punishable 
by a fine of not more than $10,000, imprison
ment for not more than one year or both. 

"(b) Violation of the provisions'of this title 
with knowledge or reason to know that the 
action committed or omitted is a. violation 
of this Act is punishable by a. fine of not more 
than $100,000, imprisonment for not more 
than five years, or both." 

On page 47, at the beginning of line 3, 
change the section number from "9" to 
"14"; in line 5, after the word "new" 
strike out "sections" and insert "sec~ 
tion"; after line 5, strike out: 
"APPROVAL OF PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN Ex

PENDITURES BY NATIONAL COMMITTEE 

"SEC. 314. (a) No expenditure in excess of 
$100 shall be made by or on behalf of any 
candidate who has received the nomination 
of his political party for President or Vice 
President unless such expenditure has been 
specifically approved by the chairman or 
treasurer of that political party's national 
committee or the designated representative 
of that national committee in the State 
where the funds are to be expended. 

"(b) Each national committee approving 
expenditures under subsection (a) shall reg. 
ister section 303 as a political committee and 
report each expenditure it approves as if it 
had made that expenditure, together with 
the name and address of the person seeking 
approval and making the expenditure. 

"(c) No political party shall have more 
than one national committee. 

On page 48, at the beginning of line 
2, change the section number from "315" 
to "316"; in line 4, after the word "un
der", strike out "title I and"; in the same 
line, after the word "title", where it ap
pears the second time, insert "and under 
chapter 29 of title 18, United States Code 
Code,"; after line 7, strike out: 

(b) Section 301 of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 is amended by-
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(1) striking out "and" after the semicolon 

in subsection (h). 
(2) striking the period at the end of sub

section (i) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"and," and 

(3) inserting at the end of such section 
the following new subsection: 

"(j) 'national committee' means the duly 
constituted organization, which by virtue of 
the bylaws of a poltical party is responsible 
for the day-to-day operation of that political 
party at the national level, as determined by 
the Federal Election Commission." 

At the beginning of line 21, change 
the section number from "10" to "15"; 
on page 49, after line 3, insert a new 
section, as follows: 

SEC. 16. (a) Subsection (a) of section 608 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

"(3) The limitation on expenditures im
posed by this subsection shall apply separ
ately to each primary, primary runoff, gen
eral, and special election campaign in which 
a candidate participates." 

(b) Subsection (c) of such section is 
amended by striking out "$1,000" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "$25,000", and by striking 
out "one year" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"five years". 

(c) (1) The caption of such section 608 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: "out of candidates' personal and 
family funds". 

(2) The table of sections for chapter 29 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended 
by striking out the item relating to section 
608 and inserting in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 
"608. Limitations on contributions and ex

penditures out of candidates' per
sonal and family funds.". 

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec
tion 608 of title 18, United States Code, it 
shall not be unlawful for any individual who, 
as of the date of enactment of this Act, has 
outstanding any debt or obligation incurred 
on his behalf by any political committee in 
connection with his campaigns during 1972 
for nomination for election, and for election, 
to Federal office, to satisfy or discharge any 
such debt or obligation out of his own per
sonal funds or the personal funds of his im
mediate family (as such term is defined in 
such section 608). 

On page 50, after line 7, insert a new 
section, as follows: 

SEC. 17. Section 611 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new paragraph: 

"It shall not constitute a violation of the 
provisions of this section for a corporation 
or a labor organization to establish, admin
ister, or solicit contributions to a separate 
segregated fund to be utilized for political 
purposes by that corporation or labor or
ganization if the establishment and adminis
tration of, and solicitation of contributions 
to, such fund do not constitute a violation of 
section 610." 

After line 18, insert a new section, as 
follows: 

SEC. 18. (a) Chapter 29 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new sections: 
"§ 614. Limitation on expenditures generally 

"(a) (1) Except to the extent that such 
amounts are increased under subsection (d) 
(2), no candidate (other than a candidate for 
nomination for election to the office of Presi
dent) may make expenditures in connection 
with his primary or primary runoff campaign 
for nomination for election to Federal office 
in excess .of the greater of-

" (A) 15 cents multiplied by the voting age 
population (as certified under subsection 
(e) ) of the geographical area 1n which the 
election for such nomination is held, or 

"(B) (i) $125,000, if the Federal office 
sought is that of Senator, Delegate, Resident 
Commissioner, or Representative from a State 
which is entitled to only one Representative, 
or 

"(i) $90,000, if the Federal office sought is 
that of Representative from a State which is 
entitled to more than one Representative. 

"(2) Except to the extent that such 
amounts are increased under subsection (d) 
(2), no candidate (other than a candidate 
for election to the office of President) may 
make expenditures in connection with his 
general or special election campaign for elec
tion to Federal office in excess of the greater 
of-

.. (A) 20 cents multiplied by the voting age 
population (as certified under subsection 
(e) ) of the geographical area in which the 
election is held, or 

"(B) (i) $175,000, if the Federal office 
sought is that of Senator, Delegate, Resident 
Commissioner, or Representative, ·from a 
State which is entitled to only one Repre
sentative, or 

"(ii) $90,000, if the Federal office sought is 
that of Representative from a State which is 
entitled to more than one Representative. 

"(b) (It No candidate for nomination for 
election to the office of President may make 
expen itures in any State in connection with 
his campaign for such nomination in excess 
of the amount which a candidate for nomi
nation for election to the office of Senator 
from that State (or for nomination for elec
tion to the office of Delegate, in the case of 
the District of Columbia) might expend 
within the State in connection with his cam
paign for that nomination. For purposes of 
this subsection, an individual is a candidate 
for nomination for election to the office of 
President if he makes (or any other person 
makes on his behalf) an expenditure on be
half of his candidacy for any political party's 
nomination for election to the office of Presi
dent. He shall be considered to be such a 
candidate during the period-

"(A) beginning on the date on which he 
(or such other person) first makes an ex
penditure (or, if later, on January 1 of the 
year in which the election for the office of 
President is held), and 

"(B) ending on the date on which such 
political party nomina+-s a candidate for 
office of President. 

"(2) No candidate for election to the office 
of President may make expenditures in any 
State in connection with his oampaign for 
election to such office in excess of the amount 
which a candidate for election to the office of 
Senator (or for election to the office of Dele
gate, in the case of the District of Columbia) 
might expend within the State in connection 
with his campaign for election to the office 
of Senator (or Delegate). 

" (c) ( 1) Expenditures made on behalf of 
any candidate shall, for the purpose of this 
section, be deemed to have been made by 
such candidate. 
. "(2) Expenditures made by or on behalf of 
~ny candidate for the office of Vice President 
of the United States shall, for the purpose of 
this section, be deemed to have been made 
by the candidate for the office of President of 
the United States with whom he is running. 

"(3) For purposes of this subsection, an 
expenditure shall be held and considered to 
have been made on behalf of a candidate if 
it was made by-

" (A) an agent of the candidate for the 
purposes of making any campaign expendi
ture, or 

"(B) any person authorized or requested 
by the candidate to make expenditures on his 
behalf. 

"(d) (1) For purposes of paragraph (2): 
"(A) The term 'price index' means the 

average over a calendar year of the Consumer 
Price Index (all items-United Stat-es city 
average) published monthly by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics. 

"(B) The term 'base period' means the 
calendar year 1970. 

"(2) At the beginning of each calendar year 
(commencing in 1974), as there become 
available necessary data from the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor, 
the Secretary of Labor shall certify to the 
Federal Election Commission and publish in 
the Federal Register the per centum differ
ence between the price index for the twelve 
months preceding the beginning of such 
calendar year and the price index for the base 
period. Each amount determined under sub
section (a) shall be increased by such per 
centum difference. Each amount so increased 
shall be the amount in effect for such calen
dar year. 

"(e) During the first week of January, 
1974, and every subsequent year, the Secre
tary of Commerce shall certify to the Federal 
Election Commission and publish in the Fed
eral Register an estimate of the voting age 
population of each State and congressional 
district as of the first day of July next preced· 
lng the date of certification. 

"(f) No person shall make any charge for 
services or products knowingly furnished to, 
or for the benefit of, any candidate in con
nection with his campaign for nomination 
for election, or election, in an amount in 
excess of $100 unless the candidate (or a 
person specifically authorized by the can
didate in writing to do so) certifies in writ
ing to the person making the charge that 
the payment of that charge will not exceed 
the expenditure limitations set forth in this 
section. 

"(g) The Federal Election Commission 
shall prescribe regulations under which any 
expenditure by a candidate for Presidential 
nomination for use in two or more States 
shall be attributed to such candidate's ex
penditure limitation in each such _ State, 
based on the number of persons in such 
State who can reasonably be expected to be 
reached by such expenditure. 

"(h) Any person who knowingly or will
fully violates the provisions of this section, 
other than subsections (c), (d), and (e), 
shall be punishable by a fine of $25,000, im
prisonment for a period of not more than 
five years, or both. If any candidate is con
victed of violating the provisions of this 
section because of any expenditure made on 
his behalf (as determined under subsection 
(c) ( 3) ) by a political committee, the treas
urer of that committee, or any other person 
authorizing such expenditure, shall be pun
ishable by a fine of not to exceed $25,000, 
imprisonment for not to exceed five years, 
or both, if such person knew, or had reason 
to know, that such expenditure was in excess 
of the · limitation applicable to such can
didate under this section. 
"-§ 615. Limitations on contributions by in

dividuals and on expenditures by 
certain other persons 

"(a) No individual shall make any con
tribution during any calendar year to or for 
the benefit of any candidate which is in 
excess of the lesser of-

"(1) (A) in the case of contributions to or 
for the benefit of a candidate other than a 
candidate for nomination for election, or for 
election, to the office of President, the 
amount which, when added to the total 
amount of all other contributions made by 
that individual during that calendar year to 
or for the benefit of a particular candidate, 
would equal $5,000; or 

"(B) in the case of contributions to or for 
the benefit of a candidate for nomination 
for election, or for election, to the office 
of President, the amount which, when added 
to the total amount of all other contribu
tions made by that individual during that 
calendar year to or for the benefit of that 
candidate, would equal $15,000; or 

"(2) the amount which, when added to 
the total amount of all contributions made 
by that individual and the members of his 



25952 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 25, 1973 
family to or for the benefit of all candidates 
and all political committees during that 
calendar year, would equal $100,000. 

"(b) (1) No person (other than an indi
vidual) shall make any expenditure during 
any calendar year for or on behalf of a par
ticular candidate which is in excess of the 
amount which, when added to the total 
amount of all other expenditures made by 
that person for or on behalf of that candi
date during that calendar year, would 
equal-

" (A) $5,000, in the case of a candidate 
other than a candidate for nomination for 
election, or for election, to the office of Pres
ident; or 

"(B) $15,000, in the case of a candidate 
for nomination for election, or for election, 
to the office of President. 

(2) This subsection shall not apply to the 
central campaign committee or the State 
campaign committee of a candidate; to the 
national committee of a political party, or 
any political committee which is controlled 
by that national committee; the State com
mittee of a political party, or any political 
committee which is controlled by that State 
committee; or to the Democratic or Repub
lican Campaign Committees of the Senate or 
House of Representatives. 

" (c) The limitations imposed by subsec
tion (a) (1) and by subsection (b) shall ap
ply separately to each primary, primary run
off, general, and special election in which a 
candidate participates. 

"(d) (1) Any contribution made in con
nection with a campaign in a year other 
than the calendar year in which the election 
to which that campaign relates is held shall, 
for purposes of this section, be taken into 
consideration and counted toward the lim
itations imposed by this section for the cal
endar year in which that election is held. 

"(2) Contributions made to or for the 
benefit of a candidate nominated by a polit
ical party for election to the office of Vice 
President shall be held and considered, for 
purposes of this section, to have been made 
to or for the benefit of the candidate nomi
nated by that party for election to the office 
of President. 

" (e) For purposes of this section, the 
term-

" ( 1) 'family' means an individual and his 
spouse and any of his children who have not 
attained the age of eighteen years; and 

"(2) 'Political party' means a political 
party which in the next preceding Presiden
tial election. nominated candidates for elec
tion to the offices of President and Vice 
President, and the electors of which party 
received in such election, in any or all of 
the States, an aggregate number of votes 
equal in number to at least 10 per centum 
of the total number of votes cast through
out the United States for all electors for 
candidates for PreSident and Vice President 
in such election. 

"(f) Violation of the provisions of this 
section is punishable by a fine of not to 
exceed $25,000, imprisonment for not to ex
ceed five years. or both. 
"§ 616. Form of contributions 

"It shall be unlawful for any person to 
make a contribution to or for the bene
fit of any candidate or political commit
tee in excess, in the aggregate during any 
calendar year, of $100 unless such contribu
tion is made by a written instrument iden
tifying the person making the contribution. 
Violation of the provisions of this section 
is punishable by a fine of not to exceed 
$1,000, imprisonment for not to exceed one 
year, or both.''. 

(b) Section 591 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out "and 611" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "611, 614, 615, 
and 616". 

(c) The table of secti~ns for chapter 29 

of title 18, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new items: 
"614. Limitation on expenditures generally. 
"615. Limitation on contributions by individ-

uals and on expend! tures by certain 
other persons. 

"616. Form of contributions.". 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 15 minutes on the bill. 

This bill, S. 372, is a comprehensive 
amendment to the existing law regulat
ing the use of the communications media 
and political contributions and expendi
tures in Federal election campaigns. 

The major provisions of the bill will 
effect the following results: 

First. Exclude all Federal elective of
fices from the equal time provisions of 
section 315 of the Communications Act 
of 1934; 

Second. Create a Federal Election 
Commission with authority over civil and 
criminal violations of the law; 

Third. Limit contributions to can
didates by individuals and political 
committees; 

Fourth. Limit expenditure by 
candidates; 

Fifth. Prohibit the use of cash in ex
cess of $100; 

Sixth. Require the designation of cen
tral campaign committees and campaign 
depositories. 

The bill contains many more amend
ments than those I have enumerated and 
they are set forth in greater detail in 
the committee's report. I am including in 
my statement today a digest of the bill 
which will be helpful to the Members of 
the Senate and others who are interested 
in this legislation. 

There are some provisions of the bill 
which merit discussion in order to ex
plain the committee's action on them: 

First, concerning the lifting of the 
equal time provisions of section 315 of 
the Communications Act of 1934, the 
committee believes that it will be in the 
public interest to allow the networks to 
schedule debates, discussions and other 
forums for candidates to present their 
programs and views to the electorate. 

The committee is of the opinion that 
the networks and the Federal Communi
cations Commission will adopt reason
able policies and rules and regulations to 
guarantee fair treatment to an legally 
qualified candidates for Federal elective 
office and to prevent abuses of the use 
of the broadcast media. 

I might say, Mr. President, that the 
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is
land (Mr. PASTORE) chaired the hear
ings in the Commerce Committee on this 
subject, inasmuch as the bill is a joint 
jurisdiction bill, having come first to the 
Committee on Commerce, on which I 
also serve, and on which Senator PASTORE 
is chairman of the Communications Sub
committee, and then came to the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration, 
after being acted upon by the Committee 
on Commerce. 

Second, with respect to the identifica
tion of contributors, the committee 
agreed to change the requirements so 
as to delete items calling for the prin
cipal place of business and occupation 
in favor of the full name and full prin-

cipal residence address, plus such other 
information as the Federal Election 
Commission may require. 

Mr. President, on this point, I am sorry 
there are not more of my colleagues 
present in the Chamber to hear the ex
planation, because I have seen some arti
cles in the press recently and heard some 
of my colleagues quoted to the effect that 
the committee weakened the campaign 
bill in some particulars, and that this 
was one of those particulars. That is 
just simply not a fact, Mr. President. As 
I say, I regret that those who believe this 
is so are not here to listen to the ex
planation. 

It was apparent that thousands of 
small contributions were mailed or de
livered bearing names and addresses of 
the contributors but lacking the principal 
place of business and occupation of those 
donors. 

Candidates and committee treasurers 
were then obligated to trace, if possible, 
each such donor in order to obtain where 
possible all of the specific information 
required. In many cases, it was not pos
sible to obtain complete data. Candidates 
and treasurers were faced with the ques
tion of what to do with the contribu
tions. 

Should they be returned if possible? 
Should they be deposited in an ~scrow 
account? Could they be used with the 
knowledge of the supervisory officers? 

These problems created heavy admin
istrative burdens for those involved in 
the campaigns and the contributors in 
many instances resented what they con
sidered to be an unnecessary invasion of 
privacy. 

I may say that the bulk of the contri
butions in this classification are those 
that ran from $2 up to $20-in that range. 
So you can see, Mr. President, the diffi
culty inherent in a solicitation by mail 
when a candidate solicits contributions 
and people mail it in and simply put in 
their name and address and then, if the 
candidate has to go back on a $2 contri
bution to ascertain the occupation and 
principal place of business of the donor, 
we are creating an administrative night
mare. 

The bill, as reported, demands the 
complete name and complete address. 
The Commission is empowered to require 
such additional information as it deems 
necessary. The committee adopted this 
change unanimously and does not see in 
it a resulting loss of public data or pub
lic information. 

Third, section 610 of title 18 of the 
United States Code was originally 
adopted as a bar against campaign con
tributions and expenditures by national 
banks, corporations, and labor organiza
tions. 

In 1971, the House of Representatives 
approved an amendment to that section 
to permit corporations and labor orga
nizations to establish, administer, and 
solicit contributions to a separate, segre
gated fund for political purposes. Such 
contributions would be voluntary dona
tions from employees or members of cor
porations or labor organizations. 

And, such organizations could not use 
dues, fees, or other moneys required as 



July 25, 1973 ·CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25953 

a condition of membership or employ
ment or use force, reprisals, or job dis
crimination in order to coerce such 
contributions. 

The Senate accepted the House 
amendment in conference and the meas
ure became law as part of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971. 

Thereafter, it became apparent that 
many of our corporate entities and labor 
organizations in the United States are 
Government contractors--either nego
tiating for, ot performing contracts for 
products or services. 

Government contractors are prohibited 
from making contributions or expendi
tures for political purposes under section 
611 of title 18 of the United States Code. 

Therefore, the anomaly developed that 
some corporations and labor organiza
tions are now permitted to participate in 
election campaigns while others cannot. 
When I say participate, I am saying by 
establishing, administering, and solicit
ing contributions to a separate, segre
gated fund for political purposes and 
based on voluntary donations from em
ployees or members of those corporations 
or labor unions. 

The issue is not so much the distinc
tion between government contractors 
and nongovernment contractors, but the 
discrimination between the employees 
and members of the former category of 
organizations and those of the latter 
category. 

Employees and members of corpora
tions and labor organizations are citizens 
of the United States and should be 
treated equally. It is not fair or just to 
prohibit those citizens who are employed 
by government contractors from making 
voluntary contributions to a separate, 
segregated fund to be used for political 
purposes. 

The committee's intent in amending 
the law was to treat all such citizen
employees in the same manner by allow
ing all corporations and labor organiza
tions the same privilege to establish 
funds to solicit voluntary contributions. 

Corporate or labor money cannot be 
poured into such committees for politi
cal purposes. 

Fourth, the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 was predicated on the prin
ciple that full public disclosure should 
result in the kind of self-discipline by 
candidates and committee treasurers 
that would insure honest and clean elec
tions. The public would be the judge of 
any excesses or abuses and their de
cisions would be manifested by their 
votes at the polls. 

However, disclosure was never given a 
chance. What could legally be done prior 
to the effective date of the then new 
Act-April 7, 1972-became a stampede 
to avoid or ignore the act. 

Consequently, millions of dollars
much of it in cash-was never reported 
to appropriate supervisory officers, sim
ply on the theory that it was collected 
prior to April 7, 1972. 

The committee hearings produced 
conclusive testimony of the need for a 
limitation on contributions. The recom
mendations differed with respect to a 
specific dollar amount for each contribu
tion, but the previous $5,000 limitation 

imposed by the repealed Corrupt Prac
tices Act was accepted as reasonable for 
candidates for nomination or for election 
to the Congress and $15,000 was adopted 
as a reasonable ceiling on contributions 
to candidates for nomination or for elec
tion to the office of President. 

In order to prevent an imbalance of 
money flowing from individuals of in
dependent wealth, an overall limit of 
$100,000 was set upon the total amount 
individuals may contribute to all can
didates and to all political committees 
dwing a calendar year. That limit upon 
an individual applies to the spouse and 
all the children under 18 years of age. 

I may say that this would place a limit 
on the contributions we have been 
hearing about in the Watergate case and 
reading in the press. Clement Stone, and 
many others, his contributions, I think, 
according to his statement, exceeded $4 
million. So it is quite obvious that the 
committee felt it necessary to place an 
overall limit on the total amount that 
a person could contribute to all candi
date& in connection with a political elec
tion. 

The limitations on contributions to 
candidates and committees applies also 
to political committees, except :first, there· 
is no overall limit on contributions by 
committees and second, there is no limit 
on the amount which a party commit
tee-national, congressional, or State
may give to a candidate. 

Fifth, the committee has adopted what 
it deems to be acceptable and practical 
limits upon amounts which ca..">ldidates 
may spend for each election campaign in 
which they may be involved. It is true 
that the problems of candidates vary 
from State to State and district to dis
trict, depending upon population, geo
graphic size, urban areas, rural areas, 
availability of the media, et cetera, but 
the committee believes that the formulas 
and r~linimums recommended for pri
mary, runo:ff primary, special, and gen
eral elections are adequate. 

It might be said at this point that 
some criticism has been directed against 
the bill on the ground that it favors in
cumbents. This criticism apparently de
rives from the setting of limits on con
tributions and expenditures. 

It is difficult to find answers to these 
complaints. The Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971 had no real limits on 
expenditures and none at all on contribu
tions. Yet nobody criticized it as a "sky is 
the limit act" or designed in :avor of 
those who were not incumbents. 

Now, when there are reasonable limits, 
the hill becomes an incumbent's bill. At 
what point is any bill an outsider's bill 
as opposed to an insider's bill? The press, 
the public, the expert witnesses, and 
others urged the adoption of limits. We 
have done so, and we think we have done 
so as fairly as possible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 15 minutes have expired. 

Mr. CANNON. I yield myself an addi
tional 5 minutes. 

Sixth, the single most important fea
ture of this bill is the provision creating 
a Federal Election Commission. This in
dependent agency would not only have 
the authority to oversee the activities re-

quired by the act and other related laws, 
but also would have the power to assess 
fines for civil violations and to initiate 
and prosecute criminal actions. 

The three supervisoTY officers present
ly authorized by existing law to oversee 
relevant provisions have performed ef
ficiently and honorably under very dif
ficult circumstances. But they lack sub
pena power and the power to levy even 
minor fines against violators. 

An independent agency, similar to 
those already created for other purposes, 
can move quickly and with authority to 
compel respect for the law. 

The members of the Commission 
would all be appointed by the President, 
but the Senate and House would each 
participate to a degree in the selection 
of some of the members. 

Seventh, candidates and committee 
treasurers would be required to designate 
central campaign committees and cam
paign depositories. The reason for these 
amendments is to effect a better adminis
trative and accounting system for the 
handling of campaign money. 

Central campaign committees would be 
responsible for receipts and expenditw·es 
given for or made on behalf of the 
respective candidates, including funds 
given to or spent by other committees 
authorized by the candidate to work on 
his behalf. 

Campaign depositories in national or 
State banks would ensure specific ac
counts subject to audit by Federal per
sonnel in the interest of carrying out the 
provisions of this bill. 

Eighth, cash contributions or expendi
tures in excess of $100 are prohibited ex
cept by written instrument-that is, 
check, money order or other similar sub
stitute for cash. 

Petty cash accounts could be main
tained but records for each and all trans
actions must be kept for such accounts. 

It is obvious to everyone, I think, that 
the appearance of hundreds of thousands 
of dollars, perhaps millions of dollars, in 
$100 bills during the 1~72 campaigns, 
makes necessary a prohibition against 
the use of cash, particularly unreported 
cash. 

The numbers of separate reports re
quired to be filed by candidates and 
treasurers of committees will be sub
stantially reduced by this bill. The crea
tion of a Federal Election Commission 
in lieu of three supervisory officers has 
the direct result of cutting reports by 
two-thirds. The reports required to be 
filed prior to the date of any election 
would be cut from 2 to 1, and committees 
supporting candidates in two or more 
States could ask to be relieved of the bur
den of filing a great number of reports 
concerning various candidates and elec
tions and file instead monthly reports 
not in excess of 11 during a calendar 
year. 

This, in summary, recapitulates the 
major provisions of the bill. The reports 
of the Commerce Committee and of the 
Committee on Rules and Administration 
describe in more detail the other changes 
in existing law. 

This bill represents the committee's 
best e:ffort to amend the present law in 
order to report a new approach to the 
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control and administration of campaign 
funds. The bill sets limits that are fair 
and establishes enforcement machinery . 
which is meaningful. The committee in
vites support toward the passage of a 
more comprehensive, strong, and pur-

poseful election law which will draw the 
support and the confidence of the public. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
chart of the proposed Federal candidate 
expenditure limitations. The chart shows 

the amount under different formulas 
which would be permissible to be spent in 
each State under the bill. 

There being no objection, the chart 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PROPOSED FEDERAl CANDIDATE EXPENDITURE liMITATIONs-U.S. POPULATION FIGURES AS OF JULY 1, 1972, PER CERTIFICATION OF THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Geographical areas 

Voting age S. 372 (Com- S. 372 (Rules 
population merce Com- Committee) 
(18 years mittee) 25¢ per 15¢ for primary 
and over) vote per election elections 

S. 372 (Rules 
Committee) 

20¢ for special 
and general 

elections 
Other 

proposals, 10¢ 

Base S. 372 (Rules Committee) 

Primary General 

United States--------- ------------------------------------ 139,172,000 $34,793,000 $20,875,800 $27,834,400 $13 917 200 
Alabama------------------------------------------------------ ----:2,-;;2;:94:-,-:00:::0:----:57::3:-, ::50::0----:-34:-:4-, 1:-:0-:-0 __ ......:_4_5-8,~8-00 __ .:_~· _:' _ _::_:-·:.::·.:..:-·:.::·.:..:-·:.::·.:..:-·:.::·.:..:--:.::·.:..:--:.:-.:..:--:.:-.:.:·:..:--:.:_-:..:-·.:..:·::..:--:.=.:-_. 

Alaska·------------------------------------------------ -------- 194,000 48, 500 29, 100 38 800 
229

' 
000 

--------------------------------
Arizona ___________ ________________________ _____________ ________ 1, 262,000 315,500 189,300 252; 400 1~:·188 -- $125• 000 $l75, 00~ 

~~~~~;~i~~--~~=========== ======================================== 1~: ~f& ggg 331,500 198, 900 265, 200 132:600 ===============================~ Colorado________ _______________________________________________ 1, 560,000 
3
• j~~: ~gg 2

• ~~~: ~gg 2• ~i~: ggg 1• 391• 000 --------------------------------
Connecticut__________________________________________________ ___ 2, 083, 000 520,750 312,450 416, 600 ~~~; ~g :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Delaware·----------------------------------------------------- - 369,000 92, 250 55, 350 73,800 36,900 125,000 175,000 
District of Columbia·-------------------------------------------- 527,000 131,750 79,050 105,400 52, 700 125,000 175 000 Florida___ ________ _____________ _______________ __________________ 5, 087,000 1, 271,750 763,050 1, 017,400 508 700 ' 

~:~:iii~--~~============= ======= ================================= 3, ~~~: 888 766, 750 460,050 613, 400 306: 700 ================================ 
Idaho·--------------------------------------- ------- ----------- 487,000 m: ~~8 ~~: ~~g 1 ~~: ~gg 7~50~; ~88 g~: 888 n~: 888 Illinois____________________ __________________ ____ ___ __________ __ 7, 508,000 1, 877, 000 1,126, 200 1, 501,600 800 
Indiana·-- - ----- -- ------------------------------- --- ----------- 3, 477,000 689,250 521,550 695,400 347; 700 :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~ 
Iowa_________ __________________________________________________ 1, 924,000 481,000 288,600 384,680 192,400 ------------------ ------------ --
Kansas_________________________________________________________ 1, 538,000 384, 500 230,700 307,600 153,800 --------------------------------

~~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~: ~~~: ggg 547, 750 328,650 438,200 229341,. 810000 _-_-_--_-__ --_-_-__ -_-_-_--_-_-__ --_-_-_-_-__ -_-_--_-_-_-_-__ --_ 
Maine·--------- ------------------------------------------------ 683,000 rn: ~~g ~~~: ~~g ~~~: ~gg 68, 300 125,000 175 000 
Maryland·-------------------------------------------- ---------- 2, 679,000 669,750 401,850 535, 800 267 900 ' 
Massachusetts·------------------------------------------------- 3, 937,000 984, 250 590, 550 787,400 393' 700 - ---------------- ---------------

~i~~i::o'la:::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~: ~~~: ggg 1, :~~: ~gg ~~~ : ~g I,~~:~ 32152845~~·:: ~~go&ooo ============== --_=_--~==-=~====---~======================== -=_-========--_= 
~i~~~~:r~~--~================================== ================= ~: ~~~: 888 ~~: m 233, 900 285, 200 
Montana .-------------- ---- ---------------- ------------------- - 468,000 117,000 

4~~; ~~ 6~;; ~gg 46,800 125, 000 175,000 
Nebraska·------------------------------------------------------ 1, 021, 000 255, 250 153, 150 204, 200 102, 100 --------------------------- ----..: 
Nevada·--------------------------------------- ---------------- 347,000 86,750 52, 050 69,400 34,700 125,000 175,000 
New Hampshire------------------------------------------------- 513,000 128, 250 76, 950 102, 600 51, 300 125,000 175 000 
New JerseY---------------------------------------------- ------- 4, 986, 000 1, 246, 500 747, 900 997,200 498, 600 ----------------------------~--..: 
New Mexico·- -------------------------------------------------- 657,000 164,250 98,550 131,400 65, 700 125,000 175 000 
New York __ ---- ----------- ------------------------------ ------- 12, 626, 000 3, 156, 500 1, 893, 900 2, 525, 200 2, 2

3
6
4
2
6 

•• s
8
o
0
o
0 

_------------------_-_ -_-_-_-_-_-__ -_-_--_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_~_-_-_-_'_ North Carolina.------------------------------------------------ - 3, 468, 000 867, 000 520, 200 693,600 
North Dakota----- --- ---------------------------------------- --- 411,000 102, 750 61,650 82,200 41 100 125 000 175 000 
Ohio·------------- ------------------------------ --------------- 7, 130, 000 1, 782, 500 1, 069,500 1, 426, 000 713' 000 -- ' - ' , 
Oklahoma·----------------------------------------------------- 1, 797,000 449,250 269,550 359,400 179; 700 :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~ 
Oregon.--- --- ----------- --------------------------------------- I, 487, 000 371, 750 223, 050 297, 400 148 700 . · 
Pennsylvania_------ -------------------------------------------- 8, 174, 000 2, 043,500 1, 226, 100 1, 634, 800 817' 400 --~ :-_---------------------- - --- ~ 
Rhode Island·--------------------------- ---- ------------------- 668, 000 167,000 100,200 133,600 66; 800 --------i25;iioii·---------i75;iiiiii 
South Carolina_____________ __ ________ ___________ __ ___ ___________ I, 719, 000 429, 750 257, 850 343, 800 171 900 --·-
South Dakota--------------------------------------------------- 444, ooo 111, ooo 66,600 88,800 44; 400 --------i25;iioo·---------i75-iiiiii 
Tennessee·----------------------------------------------------- 2, 710,000 677, 500 406,500 542, 000 

7
2
6
7
1
1 •• 

4
o
0
o
0
o _-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_--_-__ -_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-·_-_-_-_ ... 

Texas·--------------------------------------------------------- 7, 614, 000 1, 903,500 1, 142, 100 1, 522, 800 
Utah·---------------- ------------------------------------------ 690, 000 172, 500 103,500 138, 000 69, 000 125,000 175,000 

~r:~n~~~--~~=========::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 3• ~~i. ~~~ 7~~. ~~~ 44.,~. ~~~ 6~~: ~gg 3~g. ~gg 125, ooo 175, ooo 
washington.-- ------- ------------------------------------------- 2, 310, ooo 577,500 346,500 462, ooo 2~239016;; o~ogog ::-::::· ::::::::::::::::::::. ::::.::::. ::- ~:::~:-:: ___ ::::.::::-~:::::::::·--;;-~ 
~~~to~~~i~~~::: ::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~; ~g~; ggg ~~~; ~~g ~~l; ~~g ~~~; ~gg - -
Wyoming·----- ------------------------------- ------------------ 226, 000 56,500 33,900 45, 200 22,600 125, 000 175, 000 
Outlying areas: ==============================~=====~= 

Guam _______________________________________________ -----·-__ 45,000 
1, 619,000 

42,000 

11, 250 
404,750 
10,500 

6, 750 
242,850 

6, 300 
Puerto Rico _________________________________________ ------ __ 
Virgin Islands ___ • _______________ ________ ___________ ---- ____ _ 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a digest Of S. 372. 

There being no objection, the digest 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DIGEST OF S. 372 
Section 315 of the Communications Act is 

repealed for all Federal elective offices. 
Charges, expenditures, etc. against a can

didate's limitations may not be made with
out written certification by candidate or au
thorized representative that limitations will 
not be exceeded. 

Charges against a candidate's limitations 
are extended from "by any person" to "by 
or on behalf of any person." 

States may enact laws to apply similar 
provisions to station licensees and candidates 
for state elective office. 

Political advertisements must announce 
availability of reports on receipts and ex
penditures by the advertisers from the Fed
eral Election Commission. 

Station licensees must maintain records of 
political advertisements for two years. 

Voting age population is determined by 
the Bureau of the Census as of June 1st of 
the year prior to an election. 

Redefines "political committee" to cover 
all committees, clubs, associations, etc. which 
receive or spend in excess of $1,000 per year 
for political purposes. 

Redefines "expenditures" so as to cover 
all elections and all activities of committees, 
candidates and others. 

Adds new definitions of "identification" 
meaning full name and full address, and of 
"national committee" meaning an official 
party committee, and of "political party" 
meaning a party which received an aggregate 
of 10% of the vote for President and Vice 
President at the last general election. 

"Principal place of business and occupa
tion" are deleted in favor of "identification." 

Requires each candidate to register with 
the Commission and furnish identification of 
authorized committees, campaign deposi
tories, safety deposit boxes, etc. 

9, 000 
323,800 

8,400 

4, 500 125, 000 175, 000 
161,900 --------------------------- ---- -

4, 200 125, 000 175, 000 

~asurers of conar.nittees must file state
ments of organization within 10 days after 
organization. 

Reporting dates by candidates and politi
cal committees are changed from March, 
June, and September to April, July and Oc
tober in each year. Also, from the 15th and 
5th days prior to each election to the lOth 
day before each election. 

Contributions of $5,000 or more received 
after the closing date of the last report re
quired before an election must be reported 
Within 24 hours after receipt. Any anony
mous contributions shall be reported with
in the period in which it is identified. 

National political committees may request 
permission to file monthly statements and 
reports in lieu of those required by the blll. 

Any earmarked, encumbered or restricted 
contribution must be reported. 

Members of Congress need not report 
services rendered by Senate and House re-
cording studios prior to the year in which 
they are candidates. 

Independent expenditures in excess of 
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$100 per year must be reported by the indi
vidual making the expenditure. 

Publishers (newspapers, magazines, etc.) 
must obtain identification "of all political 
advertisers." Publishers must maintain rec
ords of advertisements for 2 years. Political 
advertising charges shall not exceed charges 
for comparable space for other purposes. 

Literature and advertisements soliciting 
funds must state that reports will be filed 
and available from the Commission. 

"Political advertisement" does not include 
bona fide news stories or other works pub
lished and not paid for by or on behalf of 
any candidate. 

"Published" means any printed media or 
outdoor advertising facility. 

Candidates and committees may, under 
certain circumstances, be relieved by the 
Commission of the obligation to file reports 
and statements, i.e., no adverse effect upon 
the purposes of the bill or primarily sup
porting candidates for state or local office 
and not operating on state-wide basis and 
in no more than one state. 

Creates a Federal Election Commission. 7 
members appointed by the President for 7 
years (after initial staggered terms) With 
one reappointment permitted. Two members 
recommended by the Senate and two by the 
House. Membership to be divided between 
two parties. A Chairman and Vice Chairman, 
not of the same political party, General 
Counsel and Executive Director and other 
necessary personnel. 

Commission shall avail itself of services of 
General Accounting Office and the Depart
ment of Justice. 

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION 

Power to require reports and answers to 
questions; to administer oaths; to issue sub
penas; to order testimony; and to initiate 
(through civil proceedings for injunctive re
lief and through presentations to Federal 
grand juries); prosecute, defend or appeal 
any court action in the name of the Com
mission. 

U.S. District Court shall, upon petition of 
the Commission, issue orders requiring com
pliance with subpenas or orders issued by the 
Commission. 

The Commission shall be the primary civil 
and criminal enforcement agency for viola
tions of the Act and of other provisions of 
Title 18 of the United States Code. 

The Commission may assess a civil penalty 
of not more than $10,000 for each violation, 
after opportunity for a hearing has been af
forded to a person charged. 

Each candidate for Congress shall desig
n&.te one Central Campaign Committee. A 
candidate for President may also designate 
one political committee in each state as his 
State Campaign Committee. 

Central Campaign Committees cannot rep
resent more than one candidate each. 

All political committees authorized by a 
candidate shall furnish reports to the Cen
tral Campaign Committee of that candidate. 

Other independent committees shall re
port to the Commission. 

Central Campaign Committees shall re
ceive all reports filed with it or furnished by 
other committees, consolidate them, and file 
all such reports and statements with the 
Commission. 

Each candidate shall designate one or more 
national or state banks as his campaign de
positories. Central Campaign Committees 
and other authorized political committees 
shall deposit all contributions in a checking 
account in the campaign depositories desig
nated by the candidate. 

Treasurers of political committees (other 
than those authorized by the candidates) 
shall also designate one or more national or 
state banks as campaign depositories for 
such committees and all contributions shall 
be deposited in a checking account in such 
depository. 

No expenditures shall be made by any 
committee except by check drawn on those 
accounts, other than petty cash expendi
tures. Petty cash expenditures may not ex
ceed $100 to any person for any single 
transaction and a record of p&tty cash dis
bursements maintained as the Commission 
requires. 

Until the appointment of the members of 
the Commission and its General Counsel, 
the supervisors officers, under existing law, 
shall continue to perform the duties and 
obligations of the bill. 

The Commission shall compile a cumula
tive index of all statements and reports filed 
with it by committees and candidates dur
ing a calendar year and the index shall be 
published in the Federal Register not less 
frequently than monthly in even numbered 
years and quarterly in odd numbered years. 

Copies of statements and reports shall be 
furnished to Secretaries of State or other 
appropriate officials in those states in which 
an individual is a candidate or in which 
substantial expenditures are made by him 
or on his behalf. 

Contributions may not be made by one 
person in the name of another nor shall any 
person knowingly permit his name to be 
used to effect such a contribution. 

Criminal penalties for violation of the 
title are as follows: 

Misdemeanors-not more than $10,000 fine 
nor more than 1 year or both. With knowl
edge or reason to know-not more than 
$100,000 fine nor more than five years or 
both. 

The provisions of this Act and any regula
tions promulgated under the Act, shall 
supercede any provision of state law with 
respect to campaigns for nomination for 
election, or election to Federal office. 

Expenditures by a candidate for Federal 
office from personal and family funds shall 
apply separately to each primary, primary 
run-off, general and special election in 
which he participates. 

Penalty for violation of this section (608 
U.S.C. Title 18) is increased in fine from 
not more than $1,000 to not more than 
$25,000 and from not more than 1 year im
prisonment to not more than 5 years, or 
both. 

An individual who, at the date of enact
ment of this Act, who has a debt or obliga
tion incurred on his behalf in connection 
with his 1972 campaigns for Federal office, 
may satisfy or discharge such debt or obliga
tion from personal or family funds. 

Section 611 of Title 18, U.S.C., as amended 
by the bill, permits government contractors 
(corporations and labor organizations) to 
establish, administer or solicit voluntary 
contributions to a separate segregated fund 
for political purposes. 

Expenditures by candidates: 
Candidates for nomination to the Senate, 

Representative-at-large, Delegate, or Resi
dent Commissioner, may not spend more than 
the greater of (a) 15 cents times the voting 
age population of the area in which the 
election is held, or (b) $125,000. 

Candidates for nomination to the office of 
Representative in the states entitled to more 
than one Representative may not spend 
more than 15 cents times the voting age 
population of the Congressional District or 
$90,000, whichever is larger. 

Candidates for election to the office of 
Senator, Representative-at-large, Delegate, 
or Resident Commissioner, may not spend 
more than the greater of (a) 20 cents times 
the voting age population of the geographic 
area in which the election is held, or (b) 
$175,000. 

Candidates for election to the office of 
Representative in states entitled to more 
than one representative may not spend more 
than 20 cents times the voting age popula-

tion of the Congressional District or $90,000, 
whichever is greater. 

Candidates for nomination for election to 
the office of President may not spend more 
in each state for such nomination for elec
tion to the Senate (or in the District of 
Columbia, than the amount that a candidate 
for nomination as Delegate) may spend in 
connection with his campaign for nomina
tion. 

No candidate for election to the office of 
President may spend more in any state than 
a candidate for election to the Senate (or in 
the District of Columbia, than the candidate 
for election as Delegate) may spend in con
nection with his campaign for election. 

Expenditures by or on behalf of each 
candidate shall be treated separately for 
each primary, primary run-off, or special or 
general election in which he participates. 

Expenditures by or on behalf of a candi
date for election to the office of Vice Presi
dent shall be deemed to have been made by 
the candidate for President With whom he 
is running. 

An individual who is a candidate for nom
ination for election, or election, to the of
fice of President shall be considered to be a. 
candidate when expenditures are first made 
by him or on his behalf or, on January 1st 
of the Presidential election year and ending 
on the date when his political party nomi
nates a candidate. 

An expenditure is made on behalf of a 
candidate if made by (a) his agent, or (b) 
any person authorized to make expenditures 
on his behalf. 

The "price index" changes in per centum 
differences, between base period 1970 and 
the 12 months preceding the beginning of a 
calendar year in which an election is held 
shall be certified each year and published by 
the Federal Register by the Secretary of 
Labor. 

During the first week of January in each 
year, the Secretary of Commerce shall certify 
an estimate of the voting age population of 
each state and congressional district as of 
the first day of July preceding the date of 
certification. 

A candidate or person authorized by him 
must certify in writing, in advance of the 
payment of any charge for services or prod
ucts to or for the benefit of the candidate, 
that the payment of the charge will not 
exceed his expenditure limitation. 

The Commission shall prescribe regula
tions for the attribution to each state of 
expenditures made by a candidate for Pres
idential nomination based upon the persons 
in each state who can reasonably be ex
pected to be reached by expenditures by or 
on behalf of the candidate. 
LIMITATIONS ON CONTRmUTIONS BY INDIVIDUALS 

Individuals, including their spouses and 
under age children, may make contributions 
to candidates for nomination for election, or 
election to the Congress up to $5,000 per 
election in which the candidate participates, 
and up to $15,000 per election in which a 
candidate for nomination for election or 
election to the office of President participates, 
but in no case to exceed an overall total of 
$100,000 per calendar year to all candidates 
and all committees. 

Political committees are not bound by the 
$100,000 calendar year totals on contributions 
to candidates, but must comply wlth the 
specific limitations upon contributions to a 
candidate and to political committees. 

Party committees, i.e., national, state and 
local committees representing a political 
party are not bound by the limitations upon 
specific contributions to candidates or po· 
litical committees or by the overall calendar 
year limits on contributions to all candidates 
and committees. 

Contributions made in connection with a 
campaign shall be counted toward the limits.-
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tlons imposed by this section of the bill, re
gardless a! the year in which the election is 
held. 

Contributions to or for the benefit of a 
nominee for election to the office of Vice 
President shall be considered to have been 
made to or benefit of the nominee of that 
party for election to the office of President. 

Contributions in excess of $100 to or for 
the benefit of any candidate or political com
mittee are unlawful unless made by a writ· 
ten instrument identifying the person mak· 
ing the contribution. 

(Prepared by James H. Duffy, Chief Coun
sel, Subcommittee on Privileges and Elec~ 
tions July 11, 1973.) 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, as a mem
ber of the Commerce and Rules Commit
tees who took an active part in the delib
erations on S. 372. it is my unique honor 
to represent the minority of both Com
merce and Rules Committees during this 
debate. As the record shows, I included 
an individual view in the Rules Commit
tee report on the bill and have since had 
printed an amendment to the bill. 

As I sort this out in my own mind I 
must admit that a distinct advantage ac
crues to the individual who has a cut at 
the same bill in two different ball games. 
This has been my experience with S. 372. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act 
of 1971, was the first major attempt at 
Federal campaign reform in almost 50 
years. It was in effect for the 1972 elec
tions and based on available information 
it appears that no candidate for Federal 
office exceeded the selective spending 
limitations of the act. Nevertheless cam
paign costs continued to rise, abuses oc
curred, and it became apparent that fur
ther legislation was necessary. S. 372 
was introduced and the Commerce Com
mittee scheduled hearings in March of 
this year. 

A number of witnesses before the Com
merce Committee directed their testi
mony to the advisability of amending the 
equal time provision of section 315 of the 
Communications Act of 1934 and we con
cluded that salutary results would be 
derived from excluding Presidential and 
Vice Presidential candidates from there
quirements of this section. The Com
merce Committee is of the opinion that 
the electorate is the ultimate loser in the 
present situation. The wider exposure of 
the Presidential candidates which would 
result from amending section 315 can 
only lead to a more informed electorate. 
This was the experience in 1960 when 
there was a record voter turnout of 64 
percent. 

The network offers of substantial free 
time once again will further reduce the 
cost of campaigning. In Presidential 
campaigns this is one of the major costs. 
and we can expect it to be used exten
sively by Presidential candidates in the 
future. 

As in the past, the networks assured 
the Commerce Committee that their of
fers of free time will not be conditioned 
on a predetermined format. Each candi-
date would be free to use his time as he 
sees fit. 

The 1976 Presidential election will of-
fer a unique opportunity, because there 
will be no Presidential incumbent. The 
candidates will be on an equal footing. 

Thus the reasons why incumbents 
have been reluctant to see the stricture 
of section 315 removed have disappeared. 

The Rules Committee concurs in the 
recommendation of the Commerce Com
mittee regarding the necessity of amend
ing the equal time provisions of section 
315. but believes that the exclusion 
should be extended to include all Fed
eral elective offices. Thus broadcast li
censees would have the freedom to sched
ule appearance of candidates at all levels 
of the Federal elective structure to de
bate or discuss public issues. This same 
provision was included in S. 382 of the 
92d Congress, but unfortunately was re
jected by the House in conference, and 
the provision was deleted from the 1971 
act. The fears of House Members that 
they would be left. in some cases, to the 
possible capricious whim of the broad
caster that <iominates his district, does 
not seem to be a valid objection in view 
of the aggressive enforcement by the 
FCC of the fairness doctrine during 
political campaigns. 

I must admit that after considering 
both recommendations, I prefer the 
broader approach taken by the Rules 
Committee. 

When Congress considered the cam
paign Act of 1971, lengthy deliberation 
was given to the various categories of 
campaign expenditw:es which might ef
fectively be placed under the spending 
limitation. 

Radio. television, ami CATV were 
readily included, since as regulated · in
dustries. there were existing mechanisms 
for assuring compliance in these cate
gories. 

Newspapers and certain other forms 
of printed media were also included with
out much concern fox the ability to en
force the limitation. It was, however. 
recognized that the use of telephones was 
more difficult to control. 

Consideration was also given to ex
tending the limitation to other selected 
categories of campaign expenditures, but 
grave doubts about compliance and en
forcement were raised and the effort was 
abandoned. 

Having considered these various cate
gories Congress felt ·~hat the limitations 
that were adopted in 1971 covered the 
items which contributed most signicantly 
to the high cost of campaigning. 

However, it is now recognized that 
these limitations did not go far enough 
to accomplish their purpose. and S. 372 
provides a total limitation on expendi
tures as the most feasible and effective 
alternative. In so doing it was also recog
nized that it is an almost impossible task 
to extend the present limitations selec
tively to other categories of expenditures. 

Once an overall limitation is estab
lished the Commerce Committee believes 
that each candidate should be free with
in the boundaries of the limitation to 
determine how best to apportion his cam
paign expenditures. 

A legitimate question arises as to just 
how large or small the limitation should 
be. Recognizing that populations and 
geographical areas vary considerably 
throughout the United States, the Com
merce Committee concluded a valid over-

all limit would be 25 cents per eligible 
member of the voting population. The 
Rules Committee is of the opinion that 
25 cents is excessive and that 15 cents on 
the primary and 20 cents on the general 
election per eligible member of the vot
ing population coupled with a generous 
floor limitation would be sufficient for 
all Federal campaigns. Your attention is 
invited to the table on expenditure limi
tations based upon various formulas, 
which has been submitted for the RECORD. 
As you see, this table indicates limits 
which far exceed the amounts which 
some candidates expended in their past 
campaigns. 

The third point addressed by the Com
merce Committee was the creation of an 
independent Federal Election Commis
sion. The committee concluded that the 
Commission would facilitate adminis
tration of the Campaign Reform Act by 
centralizing the information which is 
required to be disclosed and would re
move any doubts that the act would be 
enforced fairly, uniformly, and consist
ently. This proposal is not new to the 
Senate as it was included in S. 382 of 
the 92d Congress. This proposal also suf
fered the same fate as the attempt to re
peal the equal time provisions of section 
315 and was deleted in conference. 

However. because of the changed cir
cumstances and the necessity to admin
ister fairly Federal election laws. it has 
become increasingly apparent that the 
system established by the 1971 act has 
been difficult to administer and a new 
approach is necessary. Both committees 
believe that it would facilitate the ad
ministration of campaign laws by cen
tralizing that function in an independ
ent body created solely for that purpose. 
Such action would allay any suspicion 
that campaign laws are not being uni
formly and consistently enforced. While 
both committees agree that the mem
bers of the Commission would all be ap
pointed by the President with Senate 
and House participation. there is a dif
ference between the recommendations of 
the two committees concerning the com
position of the Commission. The Com
merce Committee recommended a nine
man Federal Election Commission. and 
the Rules Committee opted for a seven
man Commission. The Rules Committee 
believes that seven men would be suffi
cient to implement the law and would be 
the minimum to give adequate bipartisan 
representation from the legislative and 
executive branches. There is also a dif
ference of opinion concerning the length 
of service. The Commerce bill recom
mends terms of 15 years. The Rules Com
mittee recommends terms of 7 years as 
it believes that a 15-year term could re
sult in complacency on the part of Com
mission members who would not feel the 
need to keep pace and maintain a con
tinuing interest in the thorough admin
istration of the Federal election laws. 

The fourth point considered by the 
Commerce Committee was that expendi
tures in excess of $100 by or on behalf 
of a Presidential candidate must be ap
proved by the chairman or treasurer of 
the candidate's national political com
mittee. It is the opinion of the Commerce 
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Committee that this consideration would 
significantly lessen the possibility of 
abuse of the electoral process. One of 
the major problems in recent national 
elections has been the proliferation of 
committees to raise and expend funds 
on behalf of the Presidential and Vice 
Presidential nominees of the respective 
political parties. The establishment of 
such an infinite number of campaign 
committees has made the enforcement 
of our existing campaign laws virtually 
impossible. The final responsibility for 
how committee funds are spent should 
rest with one national committee rather 
than with many obscure campaign com
mittees that are now created to receive 
and expend funds. 

Unfortunately, the Rules Committee 
deleted this amendment from the re
ported bill. I expressed an individual 
view on this point which is contained in 
the report, and I have sent to the desk 
and had printed an amendment, No. 
385, which will reinstate the original 
provision adopted by the Commerce 
Committee. 

Although taking no action themselves, 
the Commerce Committee recommended 
that the Rules Committee consider the 
following: 

First. The desirability and feasibility 
of a limit on the size of cash contribu
tions or an outright prohibition against 
cash contributions in Federal election 
campaigns. 

Second. A requirement that before a 
political committee may raise money or 
accept contributions, it must have the 
expressed consent of the candidate. 

Third. A limitation on the amount of 
money an individual may contribute to 
a candidate for election to Federal office. 

The Rules Committee has addressed 
each provision in the bill reported. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, I believe 
the Rules Committee has done its best 
to report an effective and meaningful 
new bill. S. 372 creates an independent 
.agency-Federal Election Committee
with civil and criminal enforcement 
powers, limits contributions by individ
uals and committees, limits expenditures 
by candidates, prohibits the use of cash, 
and centralizes the :flow of money to 
candidates and committees. 

The bill substantially changes existing 
law in a manner intended to give new 
force to the controls over and disclosure 
of political contributions and expendi
tures. 

Mr. ALLEN. I might state that I favor 
the bill, and I commend the distinguished 
Senator from Nevada, as Chairman of 
the Rules Committee, for his dedication 
to seeking to get a realistic campaign ex
penditure bill, an improvement over the 
present bill, and a bill that would cover 
all expenses of a campaign, not just the 
media expense. I believe that the bill as 
reported by the Rules Committee is a 
great improvement over the existing law. 

I should like to inquire, inasmuch as I 
have an amendment on another subject, 
whether the distinguished chairman of 
the Rules Committee, the Senator from 
Nevada, plans to seek approval of the 
committee amendments, with the bill as 
amended to be treated as original text, 
subject to further amendment. If so, I 

should like to inquire as to any plans 
to do that. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. CANNON. Would it be in order at 
this time to move the adoption of the 
committee amendments en bloc and ask 
that the bill as thus amended be con
sidered as original text for the purpose of 
further amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Since 
there are two sets of committee amend
ments, does the Senator move that both 
the Rules Committee amendments and 
the Commerce Committee amendments 
be treated en bloc? 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all the commit
tee amendments reported by the Com
mittee on Commerce and by the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration 
be agreed to en bloc and that the bill as 
thus amended be considered as original 
text for purpose of further amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CANNON. I think that should an
swer the question of the Senator from 
Alabama. 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. President, I send to the desk an 
amendment and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill add, and give proper 

numerical designation to, the following new 
section: 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, until such time as the amounts of their 
salaries are changed by Act of Congress, the· 
salaries of members of the Congress, mem-· 
bers of the President's ·cabinet, and mem
bers of the Federal judiciary shall continue 
at the salaries in effect for their respective 
positions on January 1, 1970." 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield my
self 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, this amend
ment is introduced on behalf of myself 
and 36 other Senators: Mr. HANSEN, Mr. 
NUNN, Mr. DOLE, Mr. GoLDWATER, Mr. 
TALMADGE, Mr. FANNIN, Mr. DOMINICK, 
Mr. BROCK, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. GURNEY, 
Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. DoM
ENICI, Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. SPARKMAN, 
Mr. ERVIN, Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. McCLURE, 
Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. CURTIS, Mr. TOWER, 
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., 
Mr. HELMS, Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. AIKEN, 
Mr. Moss, Mr. ROTH, Mr. BIBLE, Mr. FuL
BRIGHT, Mr. TAFT, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. MAG
NUSON, Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. NELSON, and 
Mr. SYMINGTON. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the name of the Senator from 
Florida <Mr. CHILES) may be added as a 
cosponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the purpose 
of the amendment is to seek to head o:ff 
the oncoming raise in salaries of Mem
bers of Congress, members of the Presi
dent's Cabinet, ~nd members of the 
Federal judiciary. 

I came to the Senate in January 1969. 
Soon thereafter, through the operation 
of the Federal Salary Commission, a 
recommendation was made by this Com
mission to the President for an increase 
in salaries for Members of Congress, 
members of the President's Cabinet, and 
members of the Federal judiciary. The 
recommendation made by this Commis
sion, appointed by Congress and by the 
Chief Justice and by the President, was 
that Members of Congress receive $50,-
000 per year. That figure was cut by the 
President, who has the authority to cut 
the amount, or to raise the amount, I 
believe, or to accept the recommendation 
of the Commission, to $42,500 for Mem
bers of Congress. 

Salaries for members of the Cabinet 
were set at $60,000, salaries for the Su
preme Court, I believe, were set at $60,-
000 for Associate Justices and $62,500 
for the Chief Justice. The salaries for 
members of the court of appeals, I be
lieve, was set at $42,500, and $40,000 was 
set for members of the Federal district 
courts. 

Now, under the existing law, I believe, 
in 1964 or 1966, there is this back door 
approach to raising the salaries of Mem
bers of Congress without the absolute 
necessity that they vote on those salary 
increases. 

I will say to the credit of the distin
guished majority leader <Mr. MANSFIELD), 
who is one of the cosponsors of this 
amendment, that he did, at the request 
of the distinguished Senator from Dela
ware, Mr. WILLIAMS, see to it that a res
olution of disapproval was brought up . 
for consideration by the Senate. Under. 
the provisions of this law, after the rec
ommendation is made by the President, 
the only way it can be stopped at that 
time is for one House of Congress to 
pass a resolution of disapproval within 
30 days. · 

I do not believe the resolution ever 
came to a vote in the House of Repre
sentatives. It did come to vote in the Sen
ate. I voted in favor of disapproval of the 
raise to $42,500. 

We hear suggested that a raise of some 
$12,500 or more is suggested now for 
Members of Congress. The purpose of 
this amendment is to freeze the salaries 
of Members of Congress, members of the 
President's Cabinet, and members of the 
Federal judiciary at the salaries they re
ceived on January 1, 1970. This amend
ment, that has been submitted and has 
been stated, is slightly different from 
printed amendment No. 410. Amendment 
No. 410 states that the salaries are frozen 
at the salaries in effect on July 1, 1969. 
It was necessary to put the date at Janu
ary 1, 1970, because the statutory raise 
for the President pro tempore, the major
ity leader, and the minority leader in the 
Senate, the Speaker, I believe, and the 
majmity leader, and the minority leader 
in the House, was set by statute after 
the raise for the rank-and-file Members 
of Congress. So there was no intention 
by this amendment to provide for a roll
back. That statute did not become effec
tive until September 15, 1969. It was 38 
U.S.C. 107 which set that salary. 

So, Mr. President, this amendment 
would allow existing salar:es to remain 
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in effect until such time as Congress 
changes them, and it would not permit 
the Salary Commission to set these sal
aries or make recommendations for sal
aries and for the raises to go into effect 
without even a vote of either House of 
Congress, theoretically, unless a vote can 
be forced in that 30-day period. 

The amendment is added to a bill that 
I believe is going places; I believe it is 
going to be enacted. I believe there is 
such a demand for campaign reform that 
not only will the Senate vote for this bill, 
but also the House will vote for it. So 
this amendment is not being placed on 
a bill that is going to die somewhere 
along the line. It will be passed, and if 
it is passed it will freeze salaries on 
January 1. 1970. 

It serves the purpose of permitting 
Members of the Senate and the House 
to go on record as to how they feel 
about the second salary increase for 
Members of Congress in the last 4% or 
5 years, since January 1969. 

There is an amendment to this Salary 
Commission bill in the form of S. 1989 
which passed the Senate on July 9 by 
voice vote. That bill was introduced on 
June 13, 1973. It was reported by the 
committee on June 29, 1973. It passed 
the Senate on July 9, it was referred to 
a committee in the House on July 12, and 
reported by the committee on July 24. 
That bill amends the Federal Salary 
Commission Act; provided these recom
mendations are made to the President 
every 2 years rather than every 4 years, 
and it has certain other changes as well, 
put in under the provisions of this bill. 

I find no fault with the fact that that 
bill passed by a voice vote. We all know 
all kinds of bills are passed when there 
are only three or four Senators in the 
Chamber-some five or six at this time, 
or perhaps seven or eight-and the bill 
was passed by a voice vote. Senators 
did not have an opportunity to express 
their opinion on the bill by being able 
to cast a vote for or against the bill. 

Mr. President, if this amendment 
serves no other purpose than allowing 
Senators to express themselves on this 
issue it will be well worth the while; but 
if the Senate adopts the amendment I 
believe the House will adopt it, it will 
be approved in conference, and it will 
nullify the area of activity or operation 
of the Salary Commission which, as 1 
say, is a backdoor approach to this 
matter. 

If the Senate and the House want to 
vote themselves additional compensa
tion, that is their privilege, but let them 
stand up and be counted on that sub
ject, rather than have the Salary Com
mission make a recommendation and not 
even be required, of necessity, to vote on 
tne bill. 

Mr. President, it seems to the Senator 
from Alabama that now is not the time 
to raise salaries of Federal officials. I 
feel like the Members of Congress ought 
to set an example to the country of re
straint in these infiationary times, and I 
do not feel that where we hold increases 
in wages to 5.5 percent we would be jus
tified in raising ours anywhere from 25 
to 30 percent, added to the 41 percent 
which occurred in 1969. 

So I feel that the country, to some ex
tent, should look to Congress for leader
ship in this field. Do not say to the pub
lic at large, "You hold your wages in 
check, you hold your compensation in 
check, but let us raise ourselves from 
time to time." I do not believe that is 
right. 

Just recently one of the national poll
ing firms had a poll in which they asked 
people their opinion with regard to vari
ous professions and their confidence in 
and respect for various professions. It is 
my understanding that Members of Con
gress rated about 19th in this poll in the 
matter of respect and confidence the 
public had for and in various businesses 
and professions. I believe, under the poll, 
we ranked one notch ahead of used car 
salesmen. 

I would feel that here is another in
stance where the image of Congress cer
tainly needs some brightening up, and I 
believe here is an opportunity where we 
can make a stand for principle and pro
vide that salaries paid to the members 
of the President's Cabinet, who now re
ceive $60,000 a year, limousines, and I 
know not what other fringe benefits, 
members of the Supreme Court, who re
ceive $60,000, Federal judges, who re
ceive $42,500, should be frozen in. I be
lieve public servants are well compen
sated, and I feel that we would do well 
to freeze those salaries in. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time, and I yield at this time such 
time as the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. DoLE) may require. 
LIMIT ON AUTOMATIC PAY RAISES FOR CONGRESS 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am pleased 
to join the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama as a cosponsor of his amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I doubt that it would 
be an exaggeration to say that eco
nomic matters-the so-called pocket
book issues-are the most important do
mestic concerns for the American people 
today. Inflation, the cost of living, food 
prices, the impact of the dollar crisis on 
our stock market-all these areas are 
highly prominent in the minds of the 
American people. 

Every day some major economic event 
seems to be in the headlines. It may be 
the announcement of new Government 
economic indicators, higher interest 
rates, a fluctuation in the price of gold, 
or any number of possibilities. 

There are, of course, many factors in
volved in shaping the present economic 
climate and determining future develop
ments. But one item in particular is rec
ognized by a great number of ordinary 
people, who are not economists or finan
cial analysts. But they realize that lead
ership and the example set by those in 
responsibility in Government are impor
tant elements in building the strength of 
our econoinY and inspiring confidence in 
the people. 

One of their great concerns is Gov
ernment spending. When such a sizable 
share of the average working man or 
woman's hard -earned pay is taken to 
support Government, it is no wonder that 
there is great concern for wasteful 
spending, unnecessary programs, and du
plication of efforts which have too often 

come to light. In the people's mind the 
spending :Policies of Government are 
probably the most important influences 
in determining the economic health of 
the country. While not the only factor 
at work, many feel that Federal spending 
practices are the prime forces in decid
ing whether we will have a stable, grow
ing economy in which the great majority 
can expect to prosper and find security, 
or whether we will have a widely fluc
tuating-boom-and-boost inflation and 
recession--economy in which no one's 
income or savings are safe and secure. 
They look for and expect Uncle Sam to 
lead the way by setting his own house in 
order. 

DIFFICULT CONDITIONS 

At the present time the country is !ac
ing difficult economic conditions. Abroad, 
the dollar's value has dropped, our bal
ance-of-payments account is seriously 
out of balance, and changing relation
ships with Europe, Japan, and other 
trading blocs have written a new set of 
ground rules for America's role in the 
world marketplace. 

At home inflation continues to be a 
major force. Phase IV has been an
nounced as the latest step in the effort 
to overcome inflation and provide the 
stability required for sound growth. 

TIME FOR SACRIFICE 

Throughout this effort, major sacri
fices have been called for on the part of 
every sector of the economy. Workers 
have been told to restrain their bargain
ing for wage increases. Manufacturers 
have been required to curtail price in
creases. Farmers have had ceilings im
posed on their prices. These requirements 
have not been easy or enjoyable for those 
affected by them. But the American peo
ple are a great people who have always 
been willing to make sacrifices when the 
need arose to serve the country's basic 
interests. 

Phase IV will apparently be more leni
ent than phase 3%, but the battle is far 
from over. No one can consider for a 
moment that the lid is off, and that we 
can now go on a rampage of wage and 
price boosts to make up for lost time. 
SUch an attitude is dangerous and 
exactly the opposite of the mood which 
must be maintained if our anti-infla
tionary policy is to work. 

Unfortunately, the Congress appears 
determined to pursue such a course-but 
not on an abstract basis concerning 
some broad policy affecting, say, business, 
farmers, or labor rather, Congress is 
preparing to present itself with a system 
of automatic new pay raises every 2 years 
on top of the 41-percent boost of only 
5 years ago. 

PERSPECTIVE ON CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 

Now, as one who has served in the 
House and Senate for some 13 years, I 
have developed my own opinions about 
the salary levels for Mem~ers of Congress. 
And I believe there is a need to provide a 
high enough pay for .congressional serv
ice to make it a career which persons of 
modest or limited means can afford to 
take up. Independent sources of income 
should never be set as a requirement for 
seeking or serving in Federal elective 
office. 
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We should also recognize that--fairly 

or not--congressional salaries act as lid 
upon the whole Federal pay structure. So, 
when the pressure builds up for higher 
salaries for the millions of employees 
covered by entire civil service structure
especially at the higher levels-Congress 
gets put in a very tight spot. There is 
never a "good" time to raise congres
sional salaries-that is a political fact of 
life. But there are valid reasons to do so, 
both in the interest of making service in 
the House and Senate reasonably reward
ing for those who must support them
selves anci their families, and because the 
civil se::vice pay structures must be kept 
in line with the private sector if Govern
ment is going to be able to compete for 
the talent required to conduct the Na
tion's affairs. 

WRONG TIME 

But as the saying goes, there is a time 
and a place for everything, and now-in 
the middle of the fight against infla
tion-is no time to boost congressional 
salaries or to put in motion a mechanism 
which will do so automatically every 2 
years. 

In my view, Congress should receive 
pay increases by appropriate amounts 
and at appropriate times, but in all fair
ness I do not feel we should have these 
increases handed to us on a silver platter, 
or more accurately, by a silver computer, 
at a time when millions upon millions of 
Americans are being told to practice re
straint and pitch in to control the econ
omy. 

SHOULD GO ON RECORD 

If any Member of Congress believes he 
is entitled to a pay raise and is willing 
to accept it--at any time-the least that 
can be expected of him is to stand up on 
the floor of the House or Senate and be 
recorded publicly as favoring it. 

I do not believe the requirement of an 
up or down vote on this issue is too much 
to expect of us. 

In fact, I believe the practice would be 
healthy and beneficial. It would certainly 
do much more to instill public confidence 
in our performance in office than any 
sort of quietly-functioning, automatic, 
low-profile pay boost every 2 years 
whether we want, need, or deserve it. 

OPENNESS IN GOVERNMENT 

I am pleased to join t.he Senator from 
Alabama in offering this amendment. It 
serves the highest ideal of openness in 
Government. It will give the American 
people a clear view of their Congress
man's and Senator's positions on a very 
important matter. And, hopefully, it will 
help place the Congress in a position of 
leadership in a crucial national effort to 
maintain the health and Rtrength of the 
American economy. 

Mr. President, I wish to summarize 
some points the Senator may not have 
covered. I would only say that we are 
talking about inflation and that we have 
just imposed phase 4. We have just gone 
through phase 3~, which was, in effect, 
a freeze on prices that concerned farm
ers, consumers, and almost everyone else. 
I do not think the battle of inflation is 
over. We are not certain at this point 

how long phase 4 may be in existence. 
Much depends on what the Congress 

does insofar as Federal spending is con
cerned, and, of course, that gets right to 
the point raised by the distinguished 
Senator from Alabama. If we are respon
sible and responsive, should we then not 
start with reference to our own salaries? 

I have been a Member of the House 
and the Senate for some 13 years and 
have developed my own opinion about 
salary levels for Members of Congress. 
As I said, first of all, that there is a need 
to provide a high enough salary to make 
such service a career attractive to per
sons of limited means. There are anum
ber of Members of this body and, I as
sume, in the other body who really do 
not have to consider the salary of a 
Member of Congress. They are men who 
are wealthy and who feel privileged to 
serve in Congress. I do not think there 
should be any requirement which would 
change in this practice. 

We should also recognize that congres
sional salaries serve as a lid on hun
dreds of thousands of other salaries paid 
to Federal employees. Of course, pres
sure always builds up on those of us who 
are elected on a 2-year or a 6-year basis. 
Every time those in high levels of civil 
service feel that a raise is needed, there 
is pressure for that raise, and Congress 
is put in a very tight spot. 

I have not been a Member of Con
gress as long as many other Members of 
Congress. I do not believe there is ever 
a good time to raise our pay when we 
are subjected to elections every 2 years 
or every 6 years. Perhaps there are al
ways good reasons for ta~ing action; but 
I agree with the Senator from Alabama 
that if we are to take action on pay 
raises, then we should have specific in
formation as to whether we should do so, 
without its happening through some 
back door approach. If there is a question 
whether we are entitled to a raise, then 
we should stand up and vote for or 
against it. 

I do not believe I can add anything else 
to the remarks of the Senator from Ala
bama. It would be most candid of me to 
say that for those who are running for 
election next year, this is a rather tick
lish time to consider pay raises. There 
are some others, called the voters, who 
may decide that we are not worth a 
raise, but that someone else may be. 
That, I think, points up the difficulty of 
trying to pick the right time, even 
though a raise may be justified, when 
that should be done. 

I commend the Senator from Ala
bama, and also the Senator from Wyo
ming, who has the responsibility to make 
certain that there is some compara
bility and that it does apply to those in 
the higher echelons of Government and 
those who may be elected officials. But 
it appears to me that, conside1ing the 
present condition in America, this may 
not be the appropriate time. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I yield my
self such time as I may require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wyoming does not have control 
of the time. 

Mr. McGEE. The Chair is correct. Will 
the distinguished Senator from Nevada 
yield me 10 minutes? 

Mr. CANNON. I yield 10 minutes to the 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I strongly 
oppose the amendment offered by the dis
tinguished Senator from Alabama, and I 
urge Senators to reject it. I take this posi
tion as chairman of the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee, which has re
cently studied this question carefully in 
connection with S.1989 now passed in the 
Senate and moving ahead in the House. I 
am joined in my opposition to this 
amendment by the ranking Republican 
member of the Post Office and Civil Serv
ice Committee, the distinguished Senator 
from Hawaii (Mr. FoNG). 

Mr. President, ·this amendment would 
very effectively circumvent existing pro
cedures approved by Congress in 1967 for 
the consideration of legislative, executive, 
and judicial compensation. I am sure 
Members are familiar with the steps pro
vided by law for establishing those sal
aries and with the reasons why those 
steps were agreed to in the first place. 
Mter due debate and full consideration, 
we established as public policy in 1967 
the proposition that Congress ought not 
to be the sole determiner in the matter 
of its own pay. 

The Federal Salary Act of 1967 pro
vides a means for bringing into the de
liberations on this subject other parties, 
namely the President of the United 
States and a nine-man bipartisan Salary 
Commission appointed for the specific 
purpose of studying the pay levels in
volved and filing a totally independent 
report with the President. As you are 
aware, the President assesses the Com
mission's report and then makes his own 
recommendations to the Congress. He 
may recommend no pay adjustment at 
all, the pay adjustment suggested to him 
by the Commission, or any modification 
of it. He is also authorized to postpone 
the effective date to any time he deems 
appropriate if he so desires. The Pres
ident's recommendations become effec
tive if they are not disapproved by Con
gress or contravened by a conflicting 
enactment. 

On July 9, the Senate approved S. 1989, 
a bill reported by the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee after public hearings, 
a bill to improve the procedure I have 
just described. Very important among 
the provisions of that bill, which has 
been reported by the House Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee, is the re
quirement that the President's pay rec
ommendations must lie before the Con
gress for 30 days of continuous session 
before they become effective. I cite this 
provision because it is a key factor in any 
consideration of Senator Allen's amend
ment. I would point out to him and to 
any other supporters of his amendment 
that it is during the specified 30-day pe
riod that views for or against legislative, 
executive, and judicial pay should be ex
pressed in Congress. No pay proposals are 
before us today. In the interest of orderly 
government, I want to emphasize that if 
the President recommends pay adjust-
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ments for the officials involved, Senators 
will have every opportunity during the 
30-day period required by S. 1989 to op
pose them in any parliamentary way 
they may choose. 

We have no way of knowing what rec
ommendations the President may make. 
He may recommend no pay adjustment, 
or a minimal pay adjustment, or an in
crease to become effective at some later 
date. The advice given him by the Salary 
Commission is unknown to us. Salary 
figures which we hear noised about are 
pure speculation. I submit that there is 
no reason whatever to torpedo the exist
ing provisions of law and the pending 
provisions of a bill which has now passed 
the Senate by attempting to second
guess what the Preside{lt may do. In my 
view that would be the effect of the pend
ing amendment requiring an act of Con
gress to effectuate the pay adjustments 
involved. This amendment could turn 
back the clock, causing us to resume the 
procedure abandoned in 1967, which ob
viously was less than effective. Prior to 
that year, the average length of time 
between congressional, legislative, and 
judicial salary increases was 24 years. 

Mr. President, S. 1989 which the Sen
ate has approved came into being as a 
result of a suggestion made to me as 
chairman of the appropriate committee 
by the nonpartisan Commission appoint
ed to study these salaries. The Commis
sion suggested to me that a quadrennial 
review of judicial, legislative, and execu
tive pay was too infrequent; that a 
Salary Commission ought to be ap
pointed every other year to review the 
matter; and, accordingly, that the Presi
dent ought to make his recommendations 
to the Congress biennially. This sugges
tion makes sense. With inflation spiraling 
upward at the rate of 5 to 6 percent a 
year, with comparable pay in the private 
sector increasing at approximately the 
same rate, the percentage increase based 
on a quadrennial review simply invites 
criticism when it is announced. Rank
and-file white collar Federal employees 
regularly receive annual pay adjust
ments. The compensation of the top of
ficials of the Government clearly should 
be taken up at least every other year. 

Senator FoNG and I introduced a bill 
based on the Commission's advice, and 
hearings were duly held to which all 
Members were invited to testify. The 
Chairman of the Civil Service Commis
sion was strongly in favor, reporting that 
the measure had been approved by the 
Office of Management and Budget and 
by the White House. The Chairman of 
the Salary Commission offered testi
mony in support of the bill; and the Di
rector of the Administrative Office of the 
U.S. Courts, speaking in behalf of the 
Judicial Conference of the United States, 
urged affirmative congressional action. I 
remind Senators again that there is no 
way the pay adjustments recommended 
under the provisions of S. 1989 can be
come effective without Members of Con
gress having an opportunity to express 
their support or opposition. The bill pro
vides built-in defenses against the sort 
of end-run which, in my view, is repre
sented by Senator ALLEN's amendment. 

S. 1989 provides that pay adjustments 

may be postponed by the President for 
economic or for any other reasons; and 
the committee report affirms the com
mittee's strong view that the President 
ought to impose upon any adjustments 
he recommends the same kind of re
straints which he imposes upon every 
other income in his efforts to control the 
economic climate. 

Let me turn for just a moment to a 
pressing problem that our hearings re
vealed-a very urgent need in the execu
tive branch for a solution to the pay 
compression which exists between the 
pay of employees in the upper levels of 
the general schedule and the pay of the 
Presidential appointees who control 
policy matters in the executive branch 
and whose positions are in the executive 
salary schedule. 

Nobody believes that it would be ap
propriate for the career officials in grades 
GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18 to be paid 
more than their superiors who head the 
departments and agencies of the Federal 
Government. There are five levels of 
these officials, their salaries ranging from 
$36,000 a year in level V to $60,000 a year 
in level I. Members of Congress, inci
dentally, are currently paid at the same 
rate as a level II executive-deputy sec
retaries, directors, chairmen of boards. 
If regular comparability increases had 
been authorized for employees in grade 
GS-18, they would now be paid $41,734 
per year. Because of the compression, 
however, the salaries of GS-18's, GS-17's 
and the incumbents of four steps of GS-
16 have been limited to $36,000 a year, 
the rate of pay for the level V sub
Cabinet official. 

What are the effects of this compres
sion? The Civil Service Commission re
ports difficulty in recruiting for positions 
in the upper reaches of the general 
schedule and increasingly large numbers 
of retirements from the top career jobs. 
During fiscal year 1972 approximately 
7% percent of the men and women in 
career supergrade positions retired. In 
the Federal service as a whole, only 
about 4% percent retired. The Commis
sion reports that supergrade losses 
through retirement will be even higher 
in fiscal year 1973. The problem is seri
ous, the Commission says. The depart
ments and agencies are losing some of 
their top executives. The Administrator 
of the Office of the U.S. Courts testified 
that the same situation exists in the 
judicial branch. 

S. 1989, which provides that the Pres
ident may make his recommendations 
to the Congress by August 31 of this year 
so that pay adjustments could become 
effective in October or November, would 
break this compression. It would allow 
for an early solution to a very urgent 
problem. 

Mr. President, the general intent of 
Senator ALLEN's amendment is crystal 
clear. The thrust of the proposal is to re
quire by law an act of Congress to in
crease the pay of certain officials, includ
ing Members of Congress. When one 
looks at the details of the amendment, 
however, the proposal is not so clear, for 
it addresses itself only to Members of 
Congress, members of the President's 
Cabinet, and members of the Federal 

judiciary. The law which the amendment 
is apparently intended to circumvent in
cludes not only members of the Presi
dent's Cabinet but the sub-Cabinet of
ficials in levels II through V as well; and 
it includes not only "the Federal judici
ary" but other personnel in the judicial 
branch also. If the exclusion from the 
amendment of the officials in levels II 
through V is intentional, I can advise 
the Senator from Alabama that, should 
his amendment pass, the officials in levels 
II through V could receive substantial 
pay increases, while increases would be 
denied certain incumbents of level I. 
This would relieve the compression be
tween the sub-Cabinet salary schedule 
and that of the career Federal service, 
but it would create a brand new compres
sion at the top between the pay of a level 
II and a level I executive because the 
compensation of members of the Cabinet 
in level I would be fr-ozen. 

Thus it would appear that Senator 
ALLEN's amendment would allow the pay 
of sub-Cabinet officials to be increased, 
further depressing the pay of Members 
of Congress in comparison with the pay 
of the sub-Cabinet officials. Whether or 
not this is the intent of the amendment, 
I do not know. But I say to the Senator 
that his amendment touches the pay of 
some of the officials involved, but not all. 
If enacted, it will cause administrative 
chaos. Its general effect would be to undo 
an orderly procedure which Congress has 
worked very hard to bring into being and 
is now in the process of improving. 

I urge Senators to oppose this amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I think it is important 
that we disabuse ourselves of any mis
understanding on this measure. I think 
the Senator from Alabama's amendment 
is out of place. It certainly does not be
long on this bill; but that has already 
been agreed to. No salary proposal has 
been made or is anticipated. It is not 
within the prerogatives of this body to 
do so. 

The committee has worked for 12 years 
to try to arrive at and provide mechanism 
for equity in pay among the civil servants 
of the Government. Under the existing 
legislation, which was passed in 1967, 
there was a proviso that the President, 
upon his recommendation, could recom
mend salary increases for Congress. But 
under the limbo of the then existing leg
islation it was possible for pay raises to 
slip through without Congress having to 
stand up and be counted. We held long 
hearings this year to try to correct that 
situation. We all agree that that should 
not happen. And we have passed in this 
body from the committee the updated 
legislation. It has no recommendations 
for salary increases. No recommendation 
has been made by anybody. That is the 
President's prerogative. 

The first thing we have tried to do 
was to lower the reporting time of the 
Salary Commission of the President from 
4 years to every 2 years. That was at the 
request of the Commission and the Pres
ident in the light of their experience with 
it. The reason is that while all other 
civil. servants were getting 5 and 6 per
cent cost-of-living adjustments each 
year, the group affected in the adminis-
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trative level got nothing. They got noth
ing since 1969. So, these other groups 
have now come up to where there are ad
ministrators receiving very little di1Ier
ence for their administrative responsi
bilities and the next civil service class 
directly beneath them receive almost as 
much. I do not believe that is good gov
ernment. 

We have legislated on this for 12 
years to try to correct those differentials. 
However, because of the 4 years now re
quired in the existing law for the Com
mission to report to the President, this 
gap has inadvertently arisen. In the 
judgment of the committee we have 
changed it to every 2 years so that every 
year there is a cost-of-living adjustment, 
the Commission takes that fact into 
account in reporting to the President. 

There is no back-door move. If any
thing, there is a back-door move to try 
to make a shambles of the legislative 
efforts of the legislative committee as
signed that responsibility in this body. 
No salary proposal is pending. 

We do not know what the President is 
going to do. However, our new legisla
tion, that we have now passed, guaran
tees that in the event the President rec
ommends an increase, that increase must 
occur when the Congress is in session. It 
cannot occur if we go home for a recess 
or adjournment, and it cannot be smug
gled through. If anyone wants to stand 
up and be counted, that time is the time 
in which to do it. 

We do not know whether there will be 
a recommendation for a salary increase. 
Our legislation also provides that any 
freeze or adjusted stipulation on salary 
that places it on a standby basis applies 
to anything affecting the Congress of 
the United States and the administra
tive jobs in this emergency. So we have 
achieved the thing that the Senator 
from Alabama is seeking to achieve. 

I am only asking that the legislative 
procedure be allowed to run its course. 
Let us see what the President proposes. 
Let us see what his recommendation is. 
This is not the way to go at this. 

I appreciate the Senator's desire that 
we stand up and be counted if there is 
to be a proposal for a congressional in
crease. I hasten to add that a congres
sional increase is not the issue at this 
particular moment. 

If that time comes, then will be the 
time for us to have the discussions on the 
proposal that the President may or may 
not make. But we are torturing this to 
death now when we are concerned with 
the legislative and administrative proce
dure in this matter. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McGEE. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. Does not the Senator 

feel that one of the basic inequities and 
inadequacies in the past has been that 
there have been many increases in pay 
for those in civil service at times when 
we have not received any increase? Then, 
when a fair adjustment does take place, 
it is in such a large proportion that it 
shocks the people of the country that 
we are granting ourselves a 30 percent or 
40 percent increase. 

If this thing were done more regularly 
CXIX--1637-Part 20 

and the Members of Congress would not 
be allowed any mvre percentage increase 
than any other civil service employee re
ceives, but would receive a 2 percent, 4 
percent, or 5 percent increase, that would 
be a better way to handle the whole mat
ter of congressional pay. 

Mr. McGEE. That would be the most 
equitable way to handle it. The conse
quence is that if we do not do that, we 
end up with those who are carrying out 
duties and responsibilities that are not 
as important as those carried out by 
other persons a.ctually receiving more 
than those who have a great responsi
bility to bear for the whole machinery of 
Government. That is ridiculous. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the last 
time Congress got an increase, we went 
from $30,000 a year to $42,500. That is a 
whopping increase to receive at one time. 
However, so much had taken place and 
there had been so many small increases 
given to the regular civil service em
ployees that Congress just caught up. 
Yet it was a shocking increase. And it is 
hard to justify Congress giving itself a 
raise of $12,500 and all at one time. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, this is a 
big gap to justify. I think that the Sen
ator made a point that is very valid. This 
is the wrong thing, the wrong way, at 
the wrong place, and at the wrong time. 

That is simply trying to make more 
sophisticated the mechanism for arriv
ing at a level of pay for those in the civil 
service under our system of government. 
And it is that process that is at stake. 
And that is what would be gutted if this 
amendment were agreed to today. 

That is why when the time has expired 
I will move to table. I do not think the 
amendment belongs on this bill. 

I can guarantee the Senator from Ala
bama and the Senator from Kansas that 
if there is ever to be a proposal by the 
President under the new formula now 
in the law and on the books, that at that 
time everyone will have a chance to make 
a speech and to stand up and be counted. 
However, let us stand up at the right 
time and on the right issue, rather than 
to louse up the serious efforts of the leg
islative committee that is trying to get a 
good piece of legislation through on this 
matter. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McGEE. I yield. 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, it would 

not only be lousing up the legislative work 
of the committee in that area, but it 
would also be lousing up the work of the 
committee having jurisdiction of the bill 
that is pending before the Senate. I can 
think of no easier way for those people 
who do not want a campaign reform bill 
than to start taking up amendments such 
as this and other amendments that are 
nongermane. They have never been con
sidered by the committee and would not 
come to our committee, because they are 
nongermane. 

We will find out in the course of this 
debate that those who are against cam
paign reform will vote for the nonger
mane amendments, because they will kill 
the bill if they are adopted. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, if there 
comes from the President a recommenda-

tion for any kind of salary adjustment, 
I will introduce the amendment on the 
floor and ask for a rollcall vote. I pledge 
that. 

There is no e.ffort here to back-door 
anything. There is no e.ffort here to try 
to sneak around anybody's intention or 
to not have everyone counted so that the 
folks back home can see what he stands 
for or opposes. 

I make that pledge here in public and 
on the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I have already covered 
this matter in my prior remarks. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield such 
time to the Senator from North Carolina 
as he may desire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I associate 
myself on this side of the ·aisle with the 
remarks of the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama. I find myself a bit puzzled 
at some of the declarations I have just 
heard in opposition to the amendment 
under consideration. 

As I understand it, there is opposi
tion to having the Senate go on record 
to block something that the Senator from 
Wyoming assures is not going to happen. 
I frankly do not understand, therefore, 
the concern of the distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming, who is always so eloquent 
and pursuasive. If he is correct in his 
assurance, what harm would result from 
the Senate's going on record. 

Mr. President, I say this much, that 
the Senate had better go on record on 
this matter, because the public attitude 
toward all in Government is sinking 
rapidly. And this automatic back-door 
salary increase, regardless of any pledges 
or anything else that may exist, is very 
much on the minds of the people of this 
country. 

If by any chance there should be the 
$12,500 increase in the salaries of Sen
ators and Representatives that has been 
reported, I rather suspect that there is 
going to be a taxpayers' revolt such as 
has never, or seldom at least, been seen 
in this country. As a matter of fact, 
Mr. President, I am inclined to think 
that there may be some logic to a sug
gestion advanced by a constitutent of 
mine in a letter I received the other day. 

He said that instead of Senators and 
Representatives thinking about voting or 
permitting increases in their own sal
aries, along with the salaries of scores 
of high-salaried officials in the execu
tive and judicial branches, there maybe 
ought to be a law reducing, Mr. Presi
dent, the salary of every Senator and 
Representative who fails to support a 
balanced budget concept. 

Maybe it would indeed be a good disci
pline, Mr. President, if our salaries were 
reduced by the very same per centum 
that we vote to authorize and appropri
ate Federal spending in excess of Federal 
revenue. Because if we had such a disci
pline in this body, Mr. President, we 
would quickly separate the sheep from 
the goats. 

I reiterate what I have frequently said 
on this floor, that this Government is now 
in debt to the tune of approximately $455-
billion, if the figures given to me are 
accurate; $85 billion of that debt is owed 
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to foreign nations all over this world, 
and the interest paid to those foreign 
nations exceeds $5 billion a year. The 
total interest on the total existing debt 
of the Federal Government costs the 
American taxpayer $40,000 a minute, 60 
minutes every hour, 24 hours every day. 
And yet we exercise very little discipline 
on this Senate fioor about Federal spend
ing. We have a lot of rhetoric, but very 
little discipline. 

That is precisely why the taxpayers of 
this country are watching carefully. They 
want to hear something from the Mem
bers of this body as to how they stand on 
discipline in the Senate. I thoroughly 
agree with the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama, and I am happy to be a 
cosponsor of his amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as he may require to the Sen
ator from Kentucky <Mr. CooK). 

Mr. COOK. I thank my colleague, the 
manager of the bill. I also apologize to 
him for being a little bit late. 

Mr. President, this amendment, at 
least to this Senator, poses several prob
lems, the most realistic problem being 
that we are going to have some 42 
amendments already to this bill, which 
means, in essence, that the Senate is not 
going to write a campaign reform act 
this year at all. If it is to be written, it 
will be written by the House of Repre
sentatives. They will write it, and they 
will submit it to us, because if a large 
percentage of these 40-odd amendments 
go on the bill, we will not even be able 
to have a conference on it. 

Second, it causes me several other 
problems, because I think everyone in 
the United States knows-and if they do 
not know it, let me say it-that the sal
ary of a U.S. Senator is $42,500 a year, 
and to that extent, unless one comes here 
with a sizable estate, it is not the easiest 
thing in the world to do, when one main
tains a residence in his home State, he 
maintains one here, he pays taxes in 
both places, and he gets quite a shock 
when he comes here from his own com
munity and has to pay, for a four-bed
room house, $85,000, $90,000, or $100,000. 

I think, for those who are not from 
here, they ought to understand that. A 
new official in the U.S. Government just 
moved into my neighborhood and bought 
a house for $140,000 that he could not 
sell in my community for $50,000. 

It also causes me problems that when 
we do this, and when we make the politi
cal decision that we make that choice 
here, the ultimate question is really go
ing to be-if that is what the American 
people want, that is all right, and I have 
no objection to it-"Is the Congress of 
the United States going to be composed 
of nothing but millionaires?" 

We have some Senators around here 
who do not even take their salaries. They 
draw them, but they use them for the 
purpose of expanding their own staffs 
and paying more personnel. 

I say that is fine for them, but this 
Senator has five children, and he has two 
in college right now. He just got one out, 
and he has two more to go. If anyone 
thinks I can take a percentage of my 

salary and utilize it for the purpose of 
expanding my office, I have to tell you 
it cannot be done. 

So I would say to the Senate, this is 
fine. We gave ourselves a salary increase 
4% years ago. If we take that salary from 
4% years ago, and we are now in the 5th 
year, and say that even under the Cost
of-Living Council, wages have gone up 
5.5 percent a year, I would suggest to the 
Senate and to the American people that 
if you add it all up over those 5 years, it 
would not amount to the salary increase 
that individuals in this body would be 
getting if we got the same 5.5-percent 
increase that has been authorized by the 
Cost-of-Living Council of the United 
States. 

The only problem is that we have all 
the press that just loves to write stories 
about how "they are going to get another 
increase." Well, it is amazing to me 
when we talk about this, because I had 
a grade school class up here a few weeks 
ago from my State, and they wanted to 
know where my limousine was, and where 
my chauffeur was. 

I could have told them the Sergeant at 
Arms of the U.S. Senate has a car. I 
could have told them that the doctor of 
the U.S. Senate has a car given to him 
by the Government. I could have told 
them about a huge number of assistant 
secretaries downtown, and other person
nel, who have cars and drivers. But I 
just told them that I drive my own auto
mobile to work every morning, which 
I do, and I pass all those Lincolns and 
Marquises on the parkway, and try to 
see who. is in the back seat, with that 
little light on, reading the Washington 
Star, and for the life of me I have never 
recognized one of them yet. 
. But I think the American people ought 
to know, and we ought to be men enough 
to stand up here and tell them, what the 
cold, hard facts are. 

I would like to have every Member of 
the u.s. Senate put in the RECORD how 
many organizations in his own State he 
has to contribute to, and how many orga
nizations feel that he has to contribute to 
them, because he is a Member of the 
U.S. Senate. I would like to know, and I 
would like to have it put into the RECORD, 
how many of them, every time there Is 
a fish fry or a chicken dinner, do not get 
one ticket, but 10 of them, and are ex
pected to send a check back, even though 
the Senator may have to travel800 miles 
to get there and they know he is not com
ing. But they remind him if he did not 
buy any tickets to it. 

I think these are the things we hon
estly ought to discuss. We ought to dis
cuss with the American people exactly 
what we are doing. 

I enjoy reading these articles. There 
was one in the U.S. News & world Re
port about all the things we receive, all 
the things the Members of the U.S. Sen
ate get. It is like we get free office space. 

Well, they get free office space. As a 
matter of fact, they even get Government 
subsidized space, because they are not 
paying for the space up there. They are 
not paying for the space behind us. 

I wonder what the cost of the elec
tricity will be to the U.S. Government 
for the Watergate hearings. I am not ob-

j ecting to them, but all the media are 
tied into those lines over there, and it 
comes off the meter of the Federal 
Government. 

They say we get free office space. I 
would like to know what official in what 
corporation at any level in the United 
States pays for his office in his corpora
tion. I wonder if the people of the United 
States know that when 10 people come 
from my State, and the only time I can 
see them is at lunch, and I have to set 
up a lunch, that there is no expense ac
count for any Member of Congress to 
write that off. I would like them to know 
that when we sign those tickets down
stairs, we get a bill at the end of the 
month, and that comes to us and we 
have to write a check for it. We cannot · 
deduct it, and we do not have an expense 
account for it. There never has been an 
expense account for it. 

For those people who say that we are 
given so much money so that we can 
have a staff, let me say that that staff 
is not my staff, as such, it is one dedicat
ed to doing the things that the people of 
my State want done for them. It is a 
service for them. It functions every day 
for that purpose. So I would only say 
that I am not talking about the merits of 
whether a Member of the Senate should 
get a raise or should not get one, but I 
believe that we demean ourselves when 
we say, "Stand up and be counted," or 
when we say that we should get a de
crease. 

I would suggest that during the time 
the Senate has been in session this year, 
we have already had over 300 rollcall 
votes. That is more than 2% times the 
number we had the first year I came 
here. I think that they should under
stand, when they want services and when 
they want these things, that much of it 
comes out of our pockets. We should ad
mit that it does. I should like for Mem
bers of the Senate to put in this RECORD 
how much it costs them over and above 
their salary to live in this community. 
I might suggest that this goes for some 
of those who are cosponsors of this 
amendment, that it costs them money 
to be in the Senate and we should be 
man enough to admit it. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. COOK. I yield. 
Mr. -LONG. The reason there should 

be an occasional increase in the salary 
of Senators and Representatives is not 
because I need it myself-! have voted 
for it consistently-but because I feel 
that the Government's interests require 
it. The reason I feel that way is, in order 
to preserve this Nation in times of ad
versity, particularly if someone decides 
to wa.ge war upon us, then we are going 
to have to have people in the Defense 
Establishment who have a competence 
equal to that which we would expect 
from a good corporate executive. If we 
are not going to pay those people in line 
with what a good corporate executive 
gets paid, we are not going to be able to 
keep competent people in our service. 
Modern warfare may very well be such 
that the outcome of victory or defeat in 
such a war will occur in a hurry, because 
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ef the devastating effect of .new weap
ons. 

Now Senators and Representatives are 
very sensitive about voting themselves a 
salary increase, very naturally, but they 
also have a certain amount of pride. 
They do not like the idea of a general of
ficer in the Army or an admir"al in the 
NavY receiving more pay than they do, 
or why any Under Secretary or Assistant 
Secretary in the Defense Establishment 
should receive more pay than they do. 

So that to have adequate personnel 
just for the Defense Establishment of the 
country, for freedom to survive in Amer
ica, we really should pay those people 
who have the essential duties in the De
fense Establishment-and I have partic
ularly in mind the very best officers this 
Nation has produced throughout its his
tory-and have them available at all 
times, so that we should be willing to 
pay them the same thing a good corpo
rate executive is paid. Otherwise, they 
will go into business or commerce or be
come professional people outside the De
fense Establishment. 

I think that the human equation is 
such that we cannot do that unless we 
also pay Senators and Representatives 
the same thing, because as a matter of 
pride they cannot justify in their own 
consciences seeing other people getting 
paid more than they are. 

If we look at the whole picture, 
whether we like it or not, Government 
salaries are geared to what Senators and 
Representatives are paid. It is true that 
we can get people to come to the Senate 
<?r the House even if the job paid noth
ing. Even if it was for free, people would 
still run for the Senate and the House, 
because they like to serve here. It has 
publicity value. It has honor and emolu
ments to be derived. There are people 
who would like to make that kind of sac
rifice, in order to serve here, but the same 
thing is not true of the day-to-day, 
hard-working staffs that work in the 
Government. But failure to have an ade
quate staff could cost the Government its 
~reedom and the Nation its existence, or 
1t could cost the economy hundreds of 
millions of dollars, and perhaps cost the 
taxpayers an equal amount. So that it 
makes sense that we should set a salary 
scale for Senators and Representatives 
in line with what we would expect to 
pay a successful corporate executive. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from Louisiana for his com
ments. 

Let me make one other point. I would 
be sympathetic to the Senator's amend
ment and I would be very much in favor 
of it, but I am sorry it has not been done 
before, that if that amendment provided 
that whatever cost of living or whatever 
percentage was set by a Cost-of-Living 
Council, that it applies every year to this 
membership as it applies to anyone else. 

Several times since I came to the Sen
ate-and I have been here 4% years 
now-I have picked up the newspaper 
and the headlines read, "Government 
Employees Get Automatic 5.6 Percent or 
6.1 Percent-whatever it is-Increase." 
They expect it. They have it as a cost-of
living matter. The Senate should be on 
the same basis. 

We do ourselves great justice if we 
would propose an amendment that we 
be considered as anyone else is, but we 
do ourselves a great injustice when we 
take it on the basis of, "Here we are. 
We are all responsible. We say, stand 
up and be counted." 

We tried to get a social security in
crease for everyone in the United States. 
We also tried to get increases within 
the social security framework. The Sen
ator from Louisiana worked on that 
many times. We have done it for every
one we could. Yet, somehow or other, 
we put ourselves in a position where 
we are totally and completely damned, 
because we are the ones that have to 
take the occasion to vote for or against 
an increase in our own salaries. 

The other night I was listening to a 
television program. It had Harry Reaso
ner and Howard K. Smith on it. They 
raked the whole Senate over the coals 
because Senators might be subject to a 
pay increase. 

Gee, I wish the public knew how much 
money Harry Reasoner and Harry K. 
Smith make a year. Then I think they 
would be able to evaluate their com
ments about a Senator's salary in rela
tion to some of the salaries that other 
people in the United States make. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. COOK. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. Please do not knock 

Reasoner and Smith, because they are 
two of the most objective newsmen on 
television these days. 

Mr. COOK. I agree with the Senator, 
but that just happened to rankle me a 
bit. 

Mr. TOWER. I agree with what the 
Senator from Kentucky has just said 
and what the Senator from Louisiana has 
just said, that we are underpaid con
sidering the responsibilities we have. No 
one would be entrusted with this kind of 
responsibility in a corporate organization 
at the salary we get today. 

However, I am aware of the fact that 
at a time of escalating wages and prices, 
at a time when we are trying to restore 
some fiscal sanity in the Government, 
at a time when we are struggling with 
the inflationary spiral, we should set an 
example to the citizenry of this coun
try, even though it will hurt us. It will 
hurt me, because I have three teenage 
daughters, and they do not go to school 
free, and they do not get their clothes 
free. It costs me a great deal of money. 
I am delighted to spend every buck that 
I can spend on them, including a Nei
man-Marcus charge account. It is tough. 
It is hard. We are underpaid. But I sub
mit, at this time, we Senators have to 
set an example for the rest of the peo
ple of this country and we have to do it 
by penalizing ourselves .. 

Mr. COOK. Tbuy the argument of the 
Senator from Texas wholeheartedly, 
when it is put on that basis. I could buy 
it on that basis, but the basis of the 
amendment is not on that theory. It is 
not on that theory at all. If there were 
an amendment proposed in this Chamber 
right now that said we would forgo any 
raises, because of the serious fiscal prob
lems in this country, I woulc:! be a co-

sponsor of it and I would vote to fore
stall any raises by Congress for its own 
salaries. I agree with that. But that is 
not the language of the amendment. The 
language says that every man should 
stand up and be counted and say to his 
constituents, "I did thus and so for my
self." I might suggest that this amend
ment is not going to salvage the confer
ence committee. I do not think that any
one thinks it will salvage it. But we will 
have a good debate on whether we shall 
be responsible to ourselves and, there
fore, responsible to the American people. 

If the same amendment read as the 
remarks of the Senator from Texas just 
illustrated, I would be for it ).00 percent. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. COOK. I yield. 
Mr. McGEE. I want to come back again 

to where we were a moment ago here 
and make sure we are not talking about 
the wrong thing, in the wrong place, at 
the wrong time, and for the wrong rea
sons; and that is, that there is a mecha
nism, under law, that the appropriate 
committee of this body has worked on 
for 12 years. 

It is the law of the land. We have 
just passed in this body the change of 
that law, which provides for a commis
sion to make an assessment and recom
mend to the President, and the President 
then says whether he thinks it"is in order 
or not. 

At this moment, there is no pay raise 
recommended by anybody. I do not know 
where they have gotten that hogwash, 
except by deliberately planting it and 
whispering it about by way of rumor. 
Nobody has propoBed a pay raise. No 
commission has reported to this body, 
that I know of, and I think we would 
be the first to hear of it, and let us get 
that out of this debate. 

We are trying to protect the legisla
tive process of a committee that is try
ing to achieve equity in public service , 
in the United States. That is our job. 
If some other committee ought to do 
that, then let us change the rules of this 
body. 

I do not think it is in order or good 
legislation to try to put 12 years of legis
lation in a simple amendment to a bill 
to which it is not even germane, where 
it does not belong, as the manager of 
this measure has said. 

Nobody has proposed a salary increase 
for the Members of this body. Under the 
new bill we have passed, we specify, as a 
part of the change in existing law~ that 
no proposal from the President can be 
submitted for action unless this body is 
in session for a continuous 30-C!lay inter
val. That means we are here. And I have 
pledged to the sponsor of this amend
ment, the Senator from Alabama (Mr. 
ALLEN), that if a recommendation comes 
from the President for pay raises for 
Congress as well as others, I will make 
the motion that we have a rollcall vote, 
so that we can let the great orators stand 
up and be counted with everybody else 
as to where they stand on how much 
Congress is to be paid. 

There is no proposal. The President 
may even propose that our salary be cut. 
The President may propose nothing. 



25964 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 25, 1973 
But we have no business preempting this 
legislative process that has undergone 
hearings, that has proceeded in an 
orderly way through the processes of 
Congress. That is the reason why, as I 
indicated earlier, I am going to move to 
table this proposal when the proper time 
has elapsed. 

Those who are making the speeches 
on what they are going to do about their 
increase in this body are speaking on 
the wrong question. It does not belong 
here, certainly not now. There will be 
plenty of time for that. I pledge that 
time, if it ever comes. It may never come; 
but if it does, it is guaranteed. Every
body can be counted out loud and in 
rhetoric. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I have a 
notion that regardless of what happens, 
if Congress should give itself a raise, 
every candidate who runs against the 
incumbent will talk about the fact that 
the incumbent voted himself a raise; but 
I suggest that he cannot run on the 
basis that when he gets there, he is 
going to reduce it. 

So I suggest to Senators that we have 
political fun on these issues-we do quite 
frequently-but they are a little more 
serious than that. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. COOK. I yield. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I do not 

want to speak to the merits at this point. 
I congratulate the Senator from Ken
tucky. 

I have only been in the Senate 6 
months, and I hear a great deal of rheto
ric on this fioor. We phony this issue of 
congressional salaries. Everybody talks 
about the fact that we are afraid of the 
press sitting up there in the gallery above 
us in their free press seats. There are 
a bunch of phonies up there, too, edito
rially speaking, because the fact remains 
that U.S. Senators are underpaid. I do 
not know about others, but I am worth 
a lot more than my salary of $42,500 a 
year in this body. I will not be a candi
date for reelection for a long time, but 
I would say this even if I were a candi
date next year. I also wish the Senator 
from Kentucky was a Democrat. I think 
it is time that somebody stood up and 
called the rest of these guys in line, as 
Senator CooK has just done. 

The demagoguery on our part is to 
turn to the press and say, "We don't 
want any additional raises. We're against 
it,'' or to stand up and say, "We should 
even get a reduction." We have a lot of 
phonies around here. It seems to me that 
we should fiat out tell the American peo
ple we are worth our salt. The American 
people would understand, because they 
are a lot smarter than we give them 
credit for. 

I do not think many of the visitors 
sitting up there in the public gallery or 
outside the Capitol feel that they want 
people in the U.S. Senate who are not 
worthy of a high salary. If they are will
ing to pay their corporate executives a 
very high salary, I think they are willing 
to pay adequately for competent men and 
women to sit here. · 

If we, in fact, are going to talk about 
the salary of Senators, why do we not 

really talk about it-talk about it in 
terms of cutting out all outside income? 
I would love that. I have no outside in
come, except the speaking engagements 
I am starting to pick up. I have made a 
dozen or so. I was invited to speak, and 
I will probably speak more. 

Why do we really not want to talk 
about salaries and say, "Fine, we're go
ing to raise our salaries to a particular 
amount but then make it a matter of law 
that we can have no outside income 
whatsover"? Then I would like to see 
those who are millionaires, those who 
have significant income from other 
areas, whether it be trust funds or 
whether it be from speaking engage
ments or whatever-stand right next to 
us, who have no money, and say, "You're 
right. We don't need it. We should cut our 
salary. We're a bunch of gluttonous peo
ple up here. We agree with the press that 
we have too much to begin with." 

I wish the press would really look into 
this matter. I had better shut up. I am 
going to lose the next election before I 
get a chance to run. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BIDEN. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. If the Senator from 

Delaware is pinched, he is so close to 
home that, as I understand it, he com
mutes every day. 

Mr. BIDEN. That is correct. 
Mr. PASTORE. And he has to main

tain one home. Just imagine the pinch 
when one does not live that close and 
cannot go home every evening and has 
'to maintain a home in Washington, 
also. By the time you get through paying 
for the lawn and for taxes and for every
thing else that goes with it, it is pretty 
hard to make ends meet. 

Mr. BIDEN. I agree. But I probably 
have it easier than anyone else in that 
regard. 
- But ;r am not talking about the pinch, 
I do not think we should have to stand in 
front of the press and the American peo
ple and base our salary on whether or 
not we are pinched. We are better than 
to worry about being pinched. The Amer
ican people have a right to elect peopl~ 
to public office whom they think, in fact, 
are worthy of serving this Nation-and, 
frankly, the whole world, because that is 
what we are talking about. What we do 
in this body affects not only the United 
States, but the whole world as well. If 
we are not worthy of the salaries we are 
now getting, and higher, why are they 
sending us here in the fil·st place? Why 
do we have to justify it on the basis of a 
pinch? I am not pinched. I am doing all 
right on $42,500. 

But when I go to breakfast with the 
secretary of one of the executive depart
ments, in his office, and I see his office, in
cluding the dining room and his confer
ence room and his personal secretary's 
room adjacent to his office, as big as the 
entire Senate Chamber, and his salary is 
more than mine, I begin to wonder. What 
are we doing? Where are our priorities? 

Mr. PASTORE. I came here from the 
Governorship of the State of Rhode Is
land in 1950. When I became Governor of 
the State, my salary was $8,000 a year. 
I received that salary until the Repub-

licans raised it to $15,000. When I came 
here in 1950, I received a cut from $15,-
000 a year to $12,500 a year. That was my 
salary when I came to the Senate in 1950. 

The mistake we make in the Senate
and I said this to the Sena.tor from Wyo
ming-is that the in-between interval is 
so long that when we finally get this 
raise, we have to give ourselves a raise of 
15, 20, or 30 percent to catch up; and that 
is all wrong. 

Automatically, civil service employees 
receive a periodic raise. We do not get 
any more. We ought not be bound by the 
guidelines of the President. We ought not 
give ourselves a 15, 20, or 30 percent in
crease at various times. We ought to get 
an automatic increase that is consistent 
with the rise in the cost of living and 
commensurate with our responsibilities 
here. 

Turning to the question of the pinch, 
when you are pinched, you are hurt, and 
I am talking about being hurt. All I am 
saying is that there is some demagoguery 
in these amendments: There is no ques
tion today about a pay raise for the 
Members of Congress. This question is 
being raised on the fioor. No one has 
recommended a raise for us. There is no 
pending business that says we shall have 
a raise. This is all too premature, and why 
it should be placed on a campaign spend
ing bill is beyond me. 

As the Senator already has pointed out, 
if the Senate wishes to kill the spending 
bill, begin by putting a lot of these non
germane amendments on the bill and 
then Members of the House will have an 
excuse for no bill. I think this is an exer
cise in futility. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I appreci
ate the fioor manager of the bill giving 
me this time. 

First, by way of summary, I do not 
think a raise is appropriate now for us 
because we are telling the rest of the 
American people they cannot have a 
raise. I agree with that 100 percent. 

I agree with the Senator from Rhode 
Island when he said that raises should 
come in increments as they do for other 
civil servants. 

But I am speaking to a greater prin
ciple. I do not know why we must apolo
gize to the American people and to the 
press and let ourselves be bamboozled, 
saying, "Gee, I am not worthy of a raise; 
I am not worthy of more money; the 
American people know that." That is a 
bunch of malarkey. Let us be honest 
about it and talk about it across the 
board. 

We should talk about the money we 
got when we came here, what we get from 
sources outside of here, and what we 
get paid here. Let it a.U hang out-all. I 
will support that concept 100 percent. 
Instead, we apologize. Set the salaries, 
provide for no outside income and no 
honorariums, no anything. Let us talk 
about it in its proper perspective. 

I know less about what happens in 
the Senate than anyone else in the Sen
ate. I admit that. I resent the fact that 
we talk about ourselves as if we are not 
worthy of getting paid. I think this is the 
most prestigious job in the Nation. I am 
extremely proud to be a Senator. I do 
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not have to apologize to anyone for $42,-
500. Amen. Thank you. 

Mr. COOK. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I have two other points 

I wish to make. When I first came here 
I had a rather enthusiastic staff. My 
office would receive a letter asking, "Will 
you send a congratulatory letter to my 
mother? She is 95 years old today." An
other letter would ask, "Will you send 
so-and-so a letter because she is retiring 
today?" There were many requests from 
constituents, and my office was gung-ho. 
They were sending out congratulatory 
letters and they thought they could send 
them anywhere. 

That happened until the end of the 
second month, because we get a bill ev
ery 2 months. I received a bill for $185, 
saying, "These are not official business. 
They are congratulatory and must be 
paid by you.'' I had to pay that out of my 
own pocket. 

Second, I ran into an experience that 
was rather amazing to me. When a new 
school or new building was to be opened 
I would get a letter asking, "Will you 
send us a flag flown over the Capitol of 
the United States?" Well, we were send
ing those flags out left and right, until 
I got a bill for every one of them, and 
I had to pay for them out of my pocket. 

Then. when I was asked to send a flag 
for the opening of a new school I wrote 
a nice letter and said, "These flags cost 
so much money." I got a letter that no 
one would believe. I became the chint
ziest individual who ever served in the 
Senate because I would not pay $7.50 or 
$8, whatever it was, for one of the large · 
flags, so that they could have a flag 
that had been flown over the Capitol. 

I have 120 counties in my State, and 
-probably in each county there may be 7, 
8, 10, or 12 schools. I would assume that 
every one of them, if that practice were 
started, would think it is entitled to a 
:flag that had been :flown over the Capitol. 
But these flags are not free and we do 
not have an expense account to pay for 
them. I am content with that. But I 
might suggest that we should look at all 
these things that people say are available 
to us because we are Members of the 
Senate. 

Sometimes we take constituents down 
to the dining room because they want to 
go there and eat bean soup and have 
something else there. Then, the check 
comes, and a Senator signs his name and 
says, "It is all taken care of." It should 
be known how it is taken care of. It is 
taken care of by a bill sent to my office 
every month and it comes out of this 
Senator's pocket, and he writes his check 
and he pays for it. That is how it should 
be. 

But these are things that we should let 
the American people know and under
stand, and I think we are not letting the 
American people know and understand 
them and I think we do ourselves an in
justice as a result. 

I yield to the Senator from Texas. 
Mr. TOWER. I think we have debated 

this matter enough to act on it. I doubt 
we are impressing the gentlemen in the 
press gallery because they get paid less 
than we do and that is why they are so 
mean. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, the amend
ment of the Senator from Alabama 
states that salaries of Members of Con
gress shall continue until an act of Con
gress changes that. If we agree to this 
amendment where will we be? We now 
have on the statute books a law passed 
in 1967, after much debate. We have on 
the statute books the law passed in 1967 
which states that the Commission on 
Executive, Legislative, and Judicial Sal
aries shall make a survey of comparable 
salaries in the Nation and then report to 
the President of the United States. The 
President, after reviewing this report, 
will recommend to the Congress of the 
United States what the salaries of the 
Members of the Congress, the Federal 
judiciary, and the top positions in the 
executive branch shall be paid. 

If we agree to this amendment, we will 
still have on the statute books that law. 
If nothing should transpire on the bill 
that was passed here just a few days ago, 
S. 1989, we will be saying to the Presi
dent of the United States that the rec
ommendations of the Commission, which 
he now has, "Still send with your budget 
message to the Congress next year, the 
pay recommendations for Members of 
Congress, the judiciary, and the execu
tive branch." 

If we say we will hold down only the 
salaries of the Members of Congress, and 
with the present law still in effect, when 
the President sends his recommenda
tions up and says, "I wish to recommend 
that the salaries of Senators be $5,000 
more, that the salaries of the judges be 
$5,000 more, and that the salaries of GS-
16's, GS-17's, and GS-18's shall be simi
larly increased," in what situation do we 
find ourselves? We will find ourselves 
stymied with this amendment, where 
Members of Congress would be held to 
$42,500. We would have a situation where 
those in the other branches of the Gov
ernment, for instance the judiciary, 
might be raised to $45,000; because of the 
comparability statutes, persons who are 
GS-16's, GS-17's, and GS-18's would be 
raised to $45,000. We will find a great dis
parity in the salary schedules. We will 
throw the whole comparability statute 
out of kilter so that there will be no com
parability or reasonable relationship so 
far as governmental salaries are con
cerned. 

Presently we are guided by the prin
ciple of comparability. In 1962 we adopted 
the principle of comparability. Govern
ment employees stated they had not been 
paid salaries comparable to salaries pre
vailing in the private community. Be
cause of that criticism, we, who are mem
bers of the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service, the committee which has 
jurisdiction of this question, looked into 
the problem. We came up with the prin
ciple of comparability; that is, we gave 
authority to the survey team to look into 
the salaries paid in the private sector. 
On that basis we would say what the sal
aries of people working for the Govern
ment should be. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I will take 
2 minutes on the bill and then yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. COOK: I yield myself 2 minutes on 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is that 
time available to the Senator from Penn
sylvania? 

Mr. COOK. I might suggest to the 
Presiding Officer that I am in control. As 
far as the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration and the Committee on Com
merce are concerned, this Senator has to 
be here for many, many hours. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Senator from 
Kentucky may control time in opposition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands, then, that the Sena
tor from Kentucky is the designee of the 
minority leader. 

The Senator from Kentucky is recog
nized. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 30 seconds? 

Mr. COOK. I yield. 
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, if this 

amendment is adopted, we will find our
selves in a quandary. We know that if 
salaries of Members of Congress are kept 
at $42,500, we will not increase the sal
aries of the 3,000 employees who are now 
in grades GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18. The 
salaries of these people have been com
pressed for 4 years. They have been com
pressed because Congress has not seen 
fit to give its Members an increase in 
salary. I would say that is not in the 
spirit of the principle of comparability. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, in whatever 
time I have left, I wish to make some 
concluding remarks. I read the other day 
with interest an article about one of our 
Governors. As a matter of fact, it was 
the Governor of Maryland. His salary 
was stated as being $30,000. That is $12,-
500 less than Members of the U.S. Con
gress make. But I would suggest that if 
the article were read carefully, one 
would read that the Governor lives in a 
rather substantial mansion in Annapolis 
which is provided him by the taxpayers 
of Maryland. As a matter of fact, the ar
ticle said it was a 54-room mansion. I 
might suggest a careful reading would 
disclose that he also has 18 servants in 
that mansion, all paid for him. He also 
has eight State policemen that are at his 
disposal. I have no idea how many auto
mobiles he has, but I am sure he has one 
or two, with a chauffeur. I am sure his 
wife has one. I might also suggest that 
there is available to the Governor of 
Maryland a rather substantial yacht over 
100 feet long, and another slightly 
smaller. 

I would suggest that when we evaluate 
all of those factors, we try to evaluate 
what a Member of Congress really gets. 
He gets a real estate man to get him a 
house, and he purchases it here. He drives 
his own automobile back and forth to 
work, as he ought to do. He pays his own 
expenses, as he ought to do. If he has 
servants, he pays for them, as he ought 
to. If anybody looks after his needs, he 
pays them. 

I got a kick out of this the other day, 
because I happen to enjoy mowing my 
own lawn on weekends. I hate to be crit
ical. The Senator from Delaware said 
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he wished I were on that side of the 
aisle. As I said, I enjoy mowing my own 
lawn on weekends. I doubt if other Sena
tors do, or even if the children of most 
Senators mow their own grass. I asked 
somebody what he would charge me to 
come to my house and mow my grass. I 
live on a rather small lot, because lots 
here are small. Do Senators know what 
he wanted to mow my lawn? He wanted 
$11 to cut my grass. I decided that, some
how or other, I could cut my own grass. 

of the aisle, I would be equally happy 
to have the distinguished junior Sen
ator from Alabama move on this side. I 
would like to have them both-retaining 
the Kentuckian and adding the Ala
bamian. 

We have a national debt ceiling of 
$465 billion. Last year we agreed upon 
a spending limitation of $250 billion. 

The House said: "Let's let the Pres
ident cut back if we exceed that 

I want to say, in all fairness, if the Sen
a tor from Alabama would amend his pre
amble and say that it is the opinion of 
the senate of the United States that, by 
reason of the economic situation we find 
ourselves in the country today, and be
cause we feel that discipline should be 
afforded to us as well as to the American 
people in the financial straits we are in 
1·ight now, I would support the amend
ment, but I do not believe that was the 
intent o.f the amendment as it was intro
duced. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the amend

ment of the Senator from Alabama is 
open to amendment. If the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky wants to offer 
that amendment, I will be glad to have 
him offer it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the first 
Senator in this Chamber who called at
tention to the oncoming raise for Mem
bers of Congress was the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN), 
who put in a sense-of-the-Senate reso
lution-and I was very pleased and hon
ored to be one of the cosponsors of that 
resolution-stating it was the sense of 
the Senate that we did not feel that this 
raise was warranted at this time. The 
disinguished Senator from Wyoming is 
one of the cosponsors of the pending 
amendment. At this time I would like to 
yield to him such time as he may require. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me before he yields 
to the Senator from Wyoming? I wanted 
to ask the Senator some questions about 
the amendment. Would the Senator wish 
me to withhold those questions until 
after the Senator from Wyoming has 
spoken? 

Mr. ALLEN. Our time is budgeted. If 
the Senator would get some time from 
the time on the bill--

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am not basically in 
opposition to the amendment. I wanted 
to ask some questions about it. 

Mr. ALLEN. I do not think I have 
enough time, but I am sure the Senator 
from Nevada will yield time to the Sena
tor from Minnesota. At this time, if he 
does not object, I will yield to the distin
guished Senator from Wyoming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Pre::;id~nt, I thank 
my distinguished colleague from Ala
bama. 

First of all, let me say I quite agree 
with the observations that have been 
made about my favorite news magazine, 
U.S. News & World Report. l think it does 
a tremendous job first of all because it 
seems to have the old fashioned, crotch
ety idea that there is still merit in 
reporting the facts, in not trying to 
editorialize, as so many magazines and 
newspapers do these days on the front 
pages of their publications. For that rea
son, I salute U.S. News & World Report. 

I must say, however, that I was dis
turbed, as othe:-::: have been, to see the 
breakdown of expenditures that are af
forded members of the Senate, implying 
that we are given something special. 

You know, Mr. President, when I first 
came here I thought that it would ma~e 
good sense not to use all of the money 
available to me as a Member of the U.S. 
Senate for clerk hire. It was not too 
long before I concluded that if I were 
to try to do the best job I could do as 
a Member of the U.S. Senate, I needed 
all of the information, and more, that I 
would be able to get for myself. As a 
consequence, no one will find me turn
ing back very much money to the Treas
urer of the United States, simply because 
I think if I am going to be worth half my 
salary, I have got to know all I can pos
sibly know. As a consequence, I have 
tried to avail myself of all those mech.: 
anisms whereby I could become better 
informed. 

Seriously, though, let us not fool our
selves about what we are talking about. 
The facts are that it is all right to say 
this amendment would be all right if it 
were amended to do certain things, to 
spell out what might or might not be 
done, and how it would be rendered ac
ceptable if we were to amend it in a 
certain way. 

I do not know what the average citizen 
earns, but I know what the median sal
ary in the United States is. It is less 
than $12,000 a year, and for Members 
of the Congress of the United States to 
permit their salaries to be raised at this 
time does not set very well with Mr. 
Typical Citizen, because he is fully aware 
that the inflation we have in this country 
today, if he has pursued the subject, and 
most of them have, comes about because 
the Congress of the United States en
joys talking out of both sides of its mouth 
at the same time. 

The Congress always gives lipservice 
to a balanced budget. And then the Con
gress twns right around and says, "But 
this is an exception." 

May I say, recalling wha'; the distin
guished junior Senator from Delaware 

Two years ago I was on the floor when 
the Williams-Smathers amendment was 
agreed to. That amendment held that we 
could not spend so much money. And 
what happened? Every appropriations 
bill that came up after that simply had 
a little clause in it which said: 

had to say about wishing that our very 
good friend the senior Senator from Ken
tucky might move on over to that side 

The effect of the law embodied in the wn
liams-Smathers amendment shall not be ap
plicable to this appropriation. 

amount." 
On this side of the Capitol it was said: 

"We will decide where the cuts will be 
made." 

Out of that hiatus came no action at 
all. The Congress went right ahead and 
exceeded the budget amounts that each 
body of the Congress agreed ought to 
be imposed. If we are really seriously 
conce1ned about inflation as far as the 
average citizen of the United States is 
concerned, we must realize that he knows 
that the cost of living has gone up and 
up and up and that his dollars buy less 
today than they did yesterday. They 
want us to do something about it. And 
it is not going to satisfy them for us to 
say: "I would have supported this if it 
could have been amended in a certain 
way." Rather, I think it makes sense to 
them for us to say: "Until we come to 
g1ips with the basic cause of inflation 
and until we balance the budget, this 
will not be done." 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Virginia has called for this action time 
after time after time. And here is one 
Senator who will support the amend
ment of the Senator from Alabama and 
any other similar action that may be 
proposed simply because I think that 
sort of action spells out loudly and 
clearly to the average American tax
payers that we believe in putting our 
dollars where our mouth is. 

And because of that, I suggest that it 
will be well received by the average 
American taxpayer and the average 
American wage earner of this country 
today if he sees Congress taking action 
which will not bring about an automatic 
increase in our salaries. I know that it 
was contended that no such increase has 
been proposed. However, I think the 
odds are pretty good that one will be rec
ommended. Until we can get the budget 
balanced so that we can get a handle on 
our inflation and so that we can say to 
the people on pension plans and on so
cial security: "The money you had com
ing yesterday and that which you are 
going to receive tomorrow will buy es
sentially what it will buy today, we 
should not raise our salaries." 

We would be appreciated for having 
the courage to say: "Until this sort of 
situation can came about, we are not 
going to raise our own salaries." 

Mr. President, actually what we are 
talking about and the whole purpose be
hind the proposal to increase wages 
comes about because Members of Con
gress have not been honest with them
selves and have not had the courage to 
follow through and to bring about the 
balanced budget that would cause those 
people who have worked long and hard 
and who have saved their money and are 
now on pension plans or on social secu
rity to know that we are not going to 
take from them their hard-earned re-
tirement pay to which they are entitled. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an editorial on 
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this subject, published in the Denver 
Post of July 18, 1973. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
PAY OUR CoNGRESS MORE? NoT UNTU. rr 

CARRIES SHARE OF LoAD 

Washington is buzzing with rumors of an
other big pay ratse coming soon for members 
of Congress, federal judges, cabinet members 
and other top federal officials. 

For members of Congress, the boost being 
talked about at the White House-which has 
the major say-so in this matter-is $10,625 a 
year, a 25 per cent raise from the present 
congressional pay of $42,500. 

Well, perhaps the judges, cabinet members 
and other federal executives deserve a raise. 
But as for Congress, our strong suggestion 
would be to take it easy. Better yet, forget it. 

It's not that, on a percentage basis, raises 
on the order of 25 per cent can't be justified. 
None of the people who would get these raises 
have had one since 1969. With the cost of 
living soaring the way it has in recent years, 
a sizable raise can be justified-mathemati
cally. 

But when we get away from simple mathe
matics, the case collapses. Would anyone in 
the audience care to try and make the case 
that Congress earned a 25 per cent raise since 
1969? We certainly wouldn't. 

Not when the federal budget deficit is run
ning at the rate of $20 billion or so a year. 
Not when the value of the dollar has been 
devalued abroad 30 per cent in those years. 
Not when Congress doesn't even know how 
much it is spending-and doesn't even care 
enough to set up a mechanism to keep track. 

Not when, for lack of adequate legislative 
oversight and controls on the economy, infla
tion is rising and threatening to get out of 
hand. Not when Congress once again this 
year, as in every year recently, has been un
able to pass even its uncoordinated, uncon
trolled appropriations bills before the new 
fiscal year began July 1. 

Not when, in the face of this sorry record 
of non-performance, Congress is still oper
ating on what amounts to a three-day work 
week-allowing many of its Eastern and Mid
western members to go home on Fridays and 
not return to work until Tuesdays. 

The Presidency in general, and President 
Nixon 1n particular, have been taking a beat
ing in recent years and weeks on charges of 
arrogance, excessive secrecy and various 
kinds of malfeasance. 

But it is only fair to say, as we have said 
before, that in a government of checks and 
balances the presidency would never have 
gotten out of hand if Congress had been on 
the ball, keeping an eye on things and carry
ing its share of the load. 

Until it does that, its members had better 
take it easy when they ask for a raise. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I en
thusiastically support the amendment 
o:ffered by my distinguished colleague 
from Alabama to put a stop to proposed 
pay increases for members of Congress, 
Federal judges, and top-level officials of 
the executive branch. 

This is a time when each and every 
Member of Congress needs to find every 
possible means to reduce Federal spend
ing rather than seeking a way to raise 
their own salaries. 

I am unalterably opposed to any such 
such pay raise. It is preposterous that 
the matter is being given serious con
sideration at this time. Prices are virtu
ally frozen. Wages are controlled. Al
ready heavily burdened taxpayers are 
threatened with even more taxation. We 
have not balanced the Federal budget. 

We cannot stabilize the economy. To slip 
through a congressional pay increase in 
these circumstances would be an a:ffront 
to the American people and, in my view, 
would violate the public trust. 

To vote on the one hand to give the 
President authority to freeze wages and 
salaries of America's working people and 
taxpayers and, on the other hand, to 
give the President the authority to raise 
salaries of Senators and Representatives 
and high-ranking Federal officeholders 
would be the height of hypocrisy for 
Congress. 

Because of the deplorable state of our 
economy, the Government has had to 
put wage and price restraints on the 
American people. Congress ought to re
strain itself as well. As I have main
tained for a long, long time, Congress 
should not only tighten its own belt and 
forego such extravagances as a pay raise, 
it should also make every e:ffort to reduce 
Federal spending in every possible area 
and balance the budget. 

Surely, Mr. President, no Member of 
Congress believes that the American peo
ple would be fooled by the method being 
used to bring about such pay raises. 

Surely, no Member of Congress feels 
that he could be exonerated from the 
justifiable wrath of indignant taxpay
ers, merely by passing the buck to the 
President by vesting in him authority to 
recommend pay increases for the legisla
tive, judicial, and executive branches. 

Surely, no Member of Congress really 
believes that the current maneuver to 
disguise the congressional pay raise and 
ram it through before the election next 
year would deceive the American people. 
Such a transparent move as this would 
not go unnoticed, and I for one want no 
part of any such deception. 

In my view, Mr. President, the issue of 
congressional pay increases is one on 
which every Member should stand up 
and be counted. As in the past, I em
phatically oppose pay raises for Mem
bers of Congress, and I intend to fight 
with every resource at my command to 
defeat e:fforts to slip them through at 
this time. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 
amendment of the Senator from Ala
bama (Mr. ALLEN) strikes at the very 
heart of the concept of comparable sal
ary of top Government officials with that 
of private industry. There is little ques
tion, I believe, that the Federal Govern
ment must be able to attract and keep 
individuals of high caliber-not only to 
run for Congress but to fill our high-level 
appointed positions within the executive 
branch and in our judicial system. 

One extremely important feature in 
the management of the Nation, is not 
only the work of the Cabinet-level indi
vidual but the work of his assistants and 
deputies in the supergrade level. In the 
first 4-year term of the last three Presi
dents there were 500 Under Secretaries 
or Assistant Secretaries. Twenty percent 
of this group had job tenure of less than 
12 months; 33 percent had tenure of 12 
to 24 months. We know for a fact that 
it takes time for a man and his subordi
nates to work closely together. As you 
know, this teamwork is essential in order 
to run an organization. But if we work 

at those same first 4 years of Presidents• 
Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon we find 
that the boss-subordinate relationship 
existed for less than 1 year, for 39 per
cent of those 500 Secretaries and Under 
Secretaries; 38 percent worked together 
from 1 year to 2 years and only 24 per
cent worked together in excess of 2 years. 

It is difficult for me to see how this 
situation can be improved unless we 
can break this cycle whereby high-level 
Government employees can look forward 
to salary increases in Government only 
every 4 years. On the other hand, I can 
readily see why an individual would 
leave Government service to work in 
private industry to do comparable work 
at a hefty salary increase. 

We all are aware of the high cost of 
inflation. We are also aware that execu
tive salary schedules have not increased 
since 1969, and, in fact, no increase can 
be obtained, even under S. 1819, until 
later this year. On the other hand, a 
Government employee in the middle step 
of grade 15 has received four cost-of
living increases aggregating on a com
pounded cumulative basis of 24.6 per
cent. 

In the private sector a GS-15 equiv
alent has received a 19.5-percent in
crease and a union journeyman has re
ceived a 42.2-percent increase. 

Currently a GS-18 is receiving almost 
$5,700 less than in private industry: In 
addition, ,you have a situation today 
where a GS-16 step 7 makes $36,000, 
subordinate to a GS-18 also making 
$36,000. I can think of nothing more de
motivating. We are not just talking of 
a few individuals but rather approxi
mately 500 individuals in GS-16 step 5 
and above in just the large Federal agen
cies alone, agencies of 2,500 or more em
ployees. 

Another extremely important e:ffect on 
this bill concerns our Federal judiciary. 
This bill would freeze the salaries of 
some 650 Federal judges. In addition, 
close to 500 judicial officers, whose sal
aries depend on the pay of district judges, 
will also be frozen. This is approximately 
12 percent of all Federal judiciary em
ployees. 

I urge that the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Alabama be defeated 
and that we allow the House to act on 
S.1989. 

GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS SHOULD NOT GET A 
PAY RAISE 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I have 
joined with other Senators in sponsor
ing a resolution to block pay raises for 
high administration officials, judges 
and Members of Congress because I be
lieve it is wrong for public servants to in
crease their salaries at a time when the 
real income of most Americans is declin
ing. 

I also regret that the Senate did not 
conduct a record vote on S. 1989; had we 
been given an opportunity to vote on 
this matter, I certainly would have op
posed it. But the question is not just 
whether the bill should have passed or 
not-the public interest requires that 
we vote publically and for the record on 
matters affecting our salaries. 

This is particularly true at a time 
when Americans are being asked to 
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tighten their belts in order to control 
inflation. Under phase 4, wage earners 
are limited to salary increases of 5.5 per 
cent. What the Senate has done by ap
proving S. 1989, is, in effect, to approve 
salary increases that are more than three 
times as high as the average citizen can 
get. · 

What we have, therefore, is one stand
ard for working people and another for 
public officials. The average person can
not even get a raise that equals what 
inflation has robbed from his paycheck. 
But "public servants" are to get nearly 
twice the -rate of inflation this year. 

I cannot support this injustice. I do 
not think that highly paid officials 
should get any wage increase at all. For 
those who ask the public to make sacri
fices in the fight against infiation should 
themselves set the example. But if the 
majority wants to vote themselves an 
increase at least let them limit it to the 
same standard that applies to the public. 

I trust that the Senate will quickly re
consider this unwise decision. And I hope 
this time that those of us who oppose 
these salary increases will be given the 
opportunity to express our disagreement 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
a cosponsor of this amendment to pro
hibit changes in the salaries of Members 
of Congress unless the Congress specifi
cally and directly authorizes such 
changes. Since my decision to cospon
sor this amendment, I have received 
many letters from New Mexico which 
convince me that my decision was 
correct. 

I am also convinced, Mr. President, 
that we should not tell our constituents 
that wages must be held down in order 
to help fight inflation, and then turn 
right around and accept the benefits of 
a pay raise for which we can disclaim 
responsibility. 

We are in a unique position concerning 
the salaries we receive-we can set our 
own or we can rely on a mechanism to 
change our salaries which can be tech
nically disconnected from our public 
positions on the matter. In either case, 
Mr. President, the ultimate responsi
bility rests with us, as well it should, 
and the people of this Nation know that 
it rests with us, as well they should. 

Therefore, let us require that on the 
issue of our own pay, we face the issue 
squarely and not accept what we could 
not, in good conscience under present 
circumstances, give ourselves. In other 
words, we should take a specific stand 
either for or against higher sala1ies, and 
right now I am opposed to them. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I now yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished senior 
Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I do not intend to suggest what 
should be appropriate salaries for Mem
bers of Congress. That is not my purpose 
in rising. I feel that Members of Con
gress should be appropliately paid, but 
that is not the issue today. 

I support the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Alabama for two rea
f>ons. One reason is that this would be 
an unfortunate and undesirable time for 

the tax-paid salaries of the leaders of 
Government to be increased. 

The leaders of Government are in a 
very unusual position in that they them
selves dictate the economic policies of 
our Nation. 

If the leaders of Government, the 
Congress, the President, and the Federal 
judges, provide themselves with an in
crease in Goyernment salary, at a time 
when wages and prices are under con
trol, it seems to me that that is not a 
desirable situation. 

The second reason why I support the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Alabama is that I have from the begin
ning, going back to 1967, opposed the 
creation of a commission to increase the 
salary of the Members of the Congress. 
That legislation gives to the President of 
the United States the power to set the 
exact rates of pay for Members of the 
legislative branch. I think it was a great 
mistake to pass that legislation. 

As a matter of fact, the Senate, by a 
rollcall vote on April 29, 1969 voted to 
abolish the Salary Commission. Subse
quently, this action was reversed. 

VIe have turned over to the President 
too much authority as the years have 
gone by; but until 1967 Congress never 
before had given the President the power 
to set the rates of pay for members of 
the legislative branch. As a result of that 
legislating the Congress received a 42-
percent increase in salary without a vote 
of the Congress. 

We have recently heard much about 
the separation of powers. This is an area 
where there should be a separation of 
powers. I do not believe the legislative 
body-the Members of the Senate and 
House-should be put in the position 
where the President will set the exact 
rates of pay for Congress. The amend
ment offered by the able Senator from 
Alabama would leave the congressional 
salaries the same as they are unless Con
gress itself changes the salary arrange
ment. It seems to me that that is the way 
it should be. We should not leave the 
setting of salaries to a Presidential com
mission. 

This is not the appropriate time, as I 
see it, to consider an adjustment in 
salaries of the leaders of Government, 
namely, the Congress, the President, and 
the Federal judges. We should not do 
that until we first get inflation under 
control. 

Mr. President, I shall support the 
amendment of the Senator from Ala
bama. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from Virginia. 

It has been said on the other side that 
there is no proposal pending to raise the 
salaries of Members of Congress. If that 
be true, what is the objection to the 
amendment? 

If that be true, what is the objection 
to the amendment? 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ALLEN. I yield. 
Mr. CANNON. I can tell the Senator 

what the objection to the amendment is. 
The objection to the amendment is that 
it will likely kill this campaign reform 

bill if it is put on there. We are trying 
to get a campaign reform bill through 
that does not have anything to do with 
the salaries of anyone. The committee 
has no jurisdiction over anyone's salary. 
If we start bogging the bill down with 
amendments that are not germane, we 
are not going to get a campaign reform 
bill through. So I am delighted to have 
the opportunity to answer my colleague. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, that is the 
Senator's opinion, and I respect him 
for entertaining that opinion. 

I would like to take issue with the 
Senator, to this extent: When he said 
that those who were offering nongermane 
amendments would be the Senators who 
were in opposition to the campaign 
spending bill, I know that the Sen
ator, upon reflection, will realize that if 
that remark was intended to apply to 
the Senator from Alabama it was erro
neous, because the Senator from Ala
bama is a strong believer in campaign 
spending limitations, and as a matter of 
fact in the last Congress offered an 
amendment to provide that all expendi
tures, not just immediate expenditures, 
would be governed by a limitation. I note 
that the Senator's bill as reported from 
the Committee on Rules and Admini
stration includes that provision at this 
time. 

Nevertheless, the argument has been 
made by more than one Senator that 
there is no proposal for a raise. Then, 
Mr. President, they used all of the time 
allotted to them on the amendment and 
then got over into the time on the bill 
itself to talk about something that is not 
even pending. What, then, is the reason 
for the bill <S. 1989) to provide that 
these recommendations be made every 
2 years instead of every 4 years? They 
know, of course, that a salary increase 
recommendation is in the offing. 

I commend the distinguished Senator 
from Virginia for putting his finger upon 
the very most important point involved 
here, and that is that under the amend
ment the power to set salaries is put in 
the Congress of the United States rather 
than in the hands of the President him
self. Some of the very Senators whoop
pose this amendment have talked a whole 
lot about the concentration of power in 
the hands of the President, and here, 
under the bill of the distinguished Sen
ator from Wyoming, the power would be 
placed in the President to raise or lower 
and set as an exact figure the suggested 
salary for Members of Congress, concen
trating still more power in the hands of 
the President and depriving us of the 
separation of powers that we hear so 
much about. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Hawaii asked, "Where will we be if this 
bill passes?" Well, we will be right where 
we were before this salary commission 
was ever set up, with Congress having 
the power to set its salary by a yea-and
nay vote if requested by Membe1·s of 
either of the two Houses involved. 

He says, "There are a whole lot of 
Government employees below the Con
gressmen whose salaries are dependent 
upon the salaries of the Members .of the 
Congress. We ought to raise the salaries 
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of Members of Congress so those em
ployees could get raises." 

That is a novel approach, it would 
seem to me, to place that as the reason 
for raising the salaries of Members of 
the Senate ~.nd the House of Representa
tives, so that someone else could get a 
raise. I must say that is rather altruistic, 
but I note that at the same time it does 
provide for our salary increase. 

Make no mistake, Mr. President, if this 
amendment is not passed unquestionably 
we are going to see, before the end of 
August, a recommendation by the Presi
dent for a salary increase. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Chair, and I 
shall not ask for a·ny additional time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. PERCY. 1\Ir. President, I intend to 
vote to table the Allen amendment to 
freeze congressional, judicial, and high 
executive brancl\ salaries. I realize that 
this vote can be interpreted as being self
serving, but I feel that I can vote on 
this amendment impartially. 

I say this because since coming to the 
Senate, I have cumulatively spent more 
personal funds for Senate staff salaries 
and other expense.:; of running my office 
than I have ever received in salary and 
speaking and writing fees as a U.S. Sen
ator. I presume this will continue for 
some time to be the cause and, therefore, 
I would not personally benefit from a 
congressional pay increase if one were 
passed. 

I am in the fortunate position of not 
needing my congressional salary to make 
ends meet, but what about those of my 
colleagues whose salary is their sole 
source of compensation? And what about 
judges sitting on th~ Federal bench, 
or high officials of the executive branch, 
most of whom have had to take substan
tial income cuts to join Government 
service. I think they are all entitled to 
at least cost-of-living pay increases. 

Inflation has increased the cost of liv
ing 25 percent since 1969 but there has 
not been 1 penny of pay increase for the 
categories under discussion since that 
time. I think a pay incerase is overdue, 
particularly for men and women who are 
Federal judges. 

There is another point also. The level 
of congressional salaries effectively sets 
maximums for all staff on the Hill, in 
the House, and in the Senate. It is a fact 
of life that no staff member can make 
more than a Congressman or Senator 
and differentials set unrealistic ceilings 
on occasion. So, by denying the pay raise 
for Members of Congress, we effectively 
deny pay raises in the top levels of Hill 
employees. There are a number of top 
professional staff people on the Hill I feel 
should be entitled to merit pay increases. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I intend to 
oppose this amendment as I think that 
there are a number of my colleagues, 
judges, high executive branch officials, 
and Hill staff people who should have the 
opportunity to have a pay increase con
sistent with guidelines established by the 
Cost of Living Council. 

Mr. McGEE. As per the agreement, I 
move to lay the amendment on the table. 

Mr. ALLEN. I call for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay 
on the table the amendment of the Sena
tor from Alabama. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is all debate now 
precluded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator restate his inquiry? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the motion to 
table now prohibit any further debate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion to lay on the table is not debatable. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What about the 
substance of the amendment, without re
gard to the motion to table? 

The PRESIDIING OFFICER. A motion 
to lay on the table is pending, and it is 
not debatable. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thought it had 
been understood that before the motion 
to lay on the table was made, some of us 
who had some views on this subject 
might have a few minutes to speak on it. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Regular order, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BARTLETT). The question is on agreeing 
to the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment of the Senator from Ala
bama (Mr. ALLEN). On this question, 
the yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
EASTLAND), the Senator from New Hamp
shire <Mr. MciNTYRE), and the Senator 
from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) are 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK) is 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from West Vir
ginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) would vote "nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT
TON) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CuR
TIS) is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Nebraska (Mr. CuRTIS) would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 40, 
nays 53, as follows: 

Baker 
Beall 
Bellm on 
Bennett 
Bid en 
Brooke 
Buckley 
Burdick 
Cannon 
Case 
Clark 

[No. 326 Leg.] 
YEA&--40 

Cook 
Fong 
Gravel 
Grltlin 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hatfield 
Hathaway 
Huddleston 
Hughes 
Humphrey 

Javits 
Kennedy 
Long 
Mathias 
McGee 
Mondale 
Muskie 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 

Sax be 
Scott, Pa. 
Scott, Va. 

Stevens 
Tunney 
Weicker 

NAYS-53 

Williams 

Aiken Fannin Montoya 
Allen Fulbright Moss 
Bartlett Goldwater Nelson 
Bayh Gurney Nunn 
Bentsen Hansen Packwood 
Bible Haskell Proxmire 
Brock Helms Ribicoff 
Byrd, Hollings Roth 

Harry F., Jr. Hruska Schweiker 
Byrd, Robert C. Inouye Sparkman 
Chiles Jackson Stafford 
Church Johnston Stevenson 
Cranston Magnuson Symington 
Dole Mansfield Taft 
Domenici McClellan Talmadge 
Dominick McClure Thurmond 
Eagleton McGovern Tower 
Ervin Metcalf Young 

NOT VOTING-7 
Abourezk Eastland Stennis 
Cotton Mcintyre 
Curtis Randolph 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
Allen amendment was rejected. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk an amendment to the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the amendment will be 
stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the amendment, after the 

period, add the following sentence: None 
of the foregoing officials may accept any fee, 
beyond that of coverage of actual expenses 
for travel and lodging, for any speech, state
ment, panel discussion or other public forum 
participation. 

Mr. PASTORE. I ask for the yeas and 
nays, Mr. President. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, this is 

a very simple amendment. Here we are 
saying today that, as Senators, we are 
binding ourselves as an example to the 
people of this country. All I am adding 
here is that, if that is the case and that 
is the sentiment-and I believe it is the 
sentiment-! think we ought to go the 
full distance. Everybody ought to stand 
up and say, "What the Government pays 
me to be a Senator is enough to live on. 
Therefore, I cannot use that office to go 
out and receive honorariums, and all I 
can receive will be my travel expenses 
and the cost of lodging, and the rest of it 
would be for the benefit of the people of 
the country." 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. McGOVERN. If the Senator 

wants to go the full way, would he ac
cept a modification to hts amendment 
that Senators should not receive any 
additional income from any source, from 
law firms, from businesses, from invest
ments, or from anything else? 

Mr. PASTORE. That will follow this 
one. 

Mr. McGOVERN. If we are going to 
live on our Senate income, why do we 
not live on it? 

Mr. PASTORE. If the Senator will 
make that modification. I will accept it. 
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Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. TUNNEY. What the Senator from 

South Dakota said is my sentiment en
tirely. I think that ought to be a modi
fication to the amendment of the Sena
fior from Rhode Island, and we ought to 
have people go on record as to exactly 
where they stand in that regard. 

Mr. PASTORE. May we have order, 
Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators 
will take their seats. Debate will be 
suspended until Senators take their 
seats. 

Mr. PASTORE. If the Senator will 
write that modification, I will be willing 
to accept it. I want to go the whole way. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I am asking for that 
as a modification, and I will spend some 
time writing it. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I sug

gest, to put it in the proper context, that 
the amendment simply provide that no 
Member of the Senate or of the executive 
branch or of the judicial branch shall 
receive any earned income other than 
his salary. I have no problem with this. 
Ever since I have been in the Senate, I 
have given away all my honorariums. I 
did not say anything about it until we 
were required to make it public. 
. I believe it ought to apply to all three 
branches and that it ought to apply to 
earned income. No one in his right mind, 
I am sure, is going to say that a man 
cannot own a Government bond. 

Mr. PASTORE. No. 
Mr. JACKSON. And draw interest. 

That is the way one amendment was pro
posed. Let us not be foolish. Let us be 
sensible. I think we are talking about 
earned income. 

Mr. PASTORE. In view of that state
ment, Mr. President, I should like to sug
gest that we leave my amendment intact. 
If anybody wants to add to my amend
ment, let him do it on his own. I stand 
pat, Mr. President, and I ask for a vote. 

Mr. JACKSON. I am talking about per
fecting the Senator's amendment. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am going to leave the 
amendment exactly as it is, as to hono
rariums. 

Mr. BA YH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. BAYH. In other words, what the 

Senator from Rhode Island and the Sen
ator from Washington are saying is that 
if one came to the U.S. Senate at a time 
relatively early in life, before he ever had 
a chance to lay aside investments neces
sary to earn other kinds of income, he is 
not permitted to compensate for this by 
working on weekends or at night, on his 
own time; but if one comes to the Senate 
and has enough laid aside, he does not 
have to worry. So we are setting two 
standards for some of us who come be
fore we have it made, and it is too bad. 

Mr. PASTORE. What the Senator 
from South Dakota suggested was that 
this be extended to receiving fees as an 
attorney while one is a Member of the 

Senate. That is as far as I thought he was 
going to go. 

Mr. BAYH. That is not what the Sen
ator from South Dakota said. 

Mr. McGOVERN. The same should ap
ply to participation in a business enter
prise. If the Senator is trying to say 
that Senators should live on the income 
we earn as Senators, it seems to me the 
rankest kind of discrimination to say it is 
proper for a Senator to be a member of 
a law firm and to draw legal fees or to 
own a business which he may supervise 
in his spare time and derive income from 
that, and yet it is wrong to go out and 
make a speech and receive a fee for it. I 
think the point of the Senator from 
Indiana is well taken. 

I asked the Senator whether he was 
willing to accept a modification to his 
amendment as follows: 

Nor shall any Senator receive any addi
tional income from any other source, such 
as a legal firm or a business firm. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Or investments. 
Mr. CANNON. Under the language of 

that amendment, would that mean that 
if I have real property that I had before 
I came to the Senate and I have rental 
income, I would have to resign from the 
Senate, because I receive rental income? 

Mr. HUMPHREY and Mr. BENTSEN 
addressed the Chair. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, may we 
have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. PASTORE. I have the floor, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I would like to know if 
I have to take a pauper's oath. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. Senators cannot be 
heard. 

Mr. PASTORE. May we have order, 
Mr. President? 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, the Senate 
is not in order. 

Mr. PASTORE. I repeat, Mr. Presi
dent, I did not expect to open a can of 
worms, a Pandora's box. I want to leave 
my amendment at the moment exactly 
the way it is-that no Senator shall re
ceive for his own use any money that he 
might receive as an honorarium for mak
ing a speech or writing an article, as a 
Senator, or for participating on a panel. 
' That is as far as I want to go at the 
moment. If anyone wants to amend it, 
he may. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, we 
ought to face up to what we are doing. All 
our fees are well reported; we have to do 
that. I have made a great deal of them. I 
have used a good deal of my earned in
come for public purposes. As a matter of 
'fact, the first year I :-eturned to the Sen
ate in 1971, I spent almost as much to 
run my office as my net income from my 
salary. I came back here, after having 
run for the Presidency of the United 
States, with no additional staff, with mail 
pouring ir. at the rate of 2,500 letters a 
day. As the junior Senator from Texas 
knows from our discussions, the mail al
lowance, so far as my office is concerned, 
was through by May 1, and the paper al
lowance was through, and there were no 

appropriated funds availabl~ for the op
eration of many functions of my office. 
This situation prevails in many Senate 
offices. Yes, many Senators are required 
to supplement their staff and office op
erat:ons out of their own income. 

I went out and earned that money. I 
did not put it all into charity, although 
a good deal went into it. Mrs. Hum
phrey and I contribute a gt·eat deal to 
charity, and a good deal of it comes out 
of the fees I earn. We are pleased and 
happy to be able to do this. 

If we are going to use controls on in
come, I want to make it all inclusive. A 
number of Senators in this body have in
vestments that make a great deal more 
per day than any fee for speech or article. 

Mr. President, a number of Senators in 
this body have businesses; a number of 
Senators have written books-books that 
bring in royalties. A number of Senators 
have inherited large sums of money and 
property. There is not a thing wrong if 
you come clean with the public that you 
made a speech, that you have written an 
article, participated on ·a panel, and have 
received a fee if you tell what you have 
done and report it for income tax pur
poses. I have done this and I am not 
ashamed of it. 

I have worked hard to support my 
family, to build a home to maintain two 
homes, to take care of our needs, to edu
cate our children. 

I could not have done it on a Senate 
salary. I can assure Senators of that. I 
had to supplement that income. I am 
glad I earned it; no one gave it to me. I 
did not inherit it. I worked hard to make 
it. 

Every time we get into this Senate 
salary business we find ourselves in a 
political donnybrook. It does little to 
command the Senate. Frankly, it gen
erally demeans us. I am not for a salary 
increase. I have said so in writing. I do 
not want one. I do not think we should 
have one as long as we are imposing con
trols on the rest of the country. 

I say quite candidly that it is one thing 
.to hold back salary increases while the 
rest of the country is under controls, but 
to throw out a whole system would deny 
the work many Members of Congress 
have given to design a system that is fair 
and responsible. I do not believe we are 
entitled to any better deal than others 
who are limited by wage and salary con
trols. I will oppose any increase that goes 
beyond the wage-cost of living increase 
guidelines. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I agree 
with everything the Senator said. The 
reason I proposed the amendment, and I 
am going to withdraw it, was so that 
every Member of this body will look into 
his conscience before voting on the 
amendment of the Senator from Ala
bama. That is why I proposed my amend
ment. 

As far as I am concerned I live strictly 
on the salary I earn as a Senator. I have 
no outside income. I do not practice law 
and I have not practiced law since I went 
to the Governor's office. I have not prac
ticed law while I have been in the Senate 
during the last 23 years, because I 
thought it was in conflict with my re-
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sponsibility as an elected public official. 
I live on my salary. 

If the time ever conies that I think that 
the :;alary of a Senator is not sufficient 
for him to live on decently and with dig
nity, I will rise up and say so. I do not 
fear the next election; I will stand up the 
day before election and vote for a raise 
if I think there is decency and respect
ability in the proposal. 

Mr. President, I withdraw the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator cannot withdraw his amendment 
without unanimous consent, because the 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be al
lowed to withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. LONG. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

is heard. 
SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. PASTORE. I yield back my time. 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, be

fore the vote, is it in order to propose 
an amendment to the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is in the second degree. No 
further amendment may be offered with
out unanimous consent. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. STEVENS. Is it in order to submit 
an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute for both the Allen amendment 
and the Pastore amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I move to 

lay on the table the amendment of the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. HART. What is the request? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. A motion 

was made to table. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from New Hampshire 
<Mr. MciNTYRE) and the Senator from 
West Virginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) are neces
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK) is 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH) WOuld VOte "nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT
TON) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska <Mr. 
CURTIS) is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Nebraska <Mr. CURTis) would vote 
"nay., 

The result was announced-yeas 40, 
nays 54, as follows: 

Allen 
Bayh 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bentsen 
Bid en 
Brock 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Dominick 
Ervin 
Gravel 
Gritfin 
Gurney 

[No. 327 Leg.] 

YEA8-40 
Hansen 
Hart 
Hartke 
Haskell 
Hollings 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Javits 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Mathias 
McClellan 
McGovern 

NAYS-54 

Mondale 
Muskie 
Packwood 
Percy 
Schweiker 
Scott, Pa. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 

Aiken Eagleton Montoya 
Baker Eastland Moss 
Bartlett Fannin Nelson 
Bellman Fong Nunn 
Bible Fulbright Pastore 
Brooke Goldwater Pearson 
Buckley Hatfield Pell 
Burdick Hathaway Proxmire 
Byrd, Robert c . Helms Ribicoff 
cannon Hruska Roth 
case Hughes Saxbe 
Chiles Jackson Scott, Va. 
Church Long Stevens 
Clark Magnuson Stevenson 
Cook Mansfield Symington 
Cranston McClure Weicker 
Dole McGee Williams 
Domenicl Metcalf Young 

NOT VOTING-6 
Abourezk Curtis Randolph 
cotton Mcintyre Stennis 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
Pastore amendment to the Allen amend
ment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion now is on agreeing to the Pastore 
amendment. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. It is not amendable. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. MciNTYRE) and the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) are neces
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from South Dakota <Mr. ABoUREZK) is 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH) would vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. · I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire <Mr. CoT
ToN) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CuR
Tis) is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Nebraska <Mr. CuRTis) would vote 
"yea!' 

The result was announced-yeas 56, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[No. 328 Leg.] 

YEAS-56 
Aiken Chiles 
Baker Clark 
Bartlett Cook 
Beall Cranston 
Bellman Domenicl 
Bentsen Dominick 
Bible Eagleton 
Brooke Eastland 
Burdick Erv:ln 
Byrd, Robert C. Fannin 
Cannon Fong 
Case Fulbright 

Goldwater 
Gravel 
Hart 
Hatfield 
Hathaway 
Helms 
Hruska 
Hughes 
Jackson 
Kennedy 
Long 
Magnuson 

Mansfield 
McGee 
McGovern 
Montoya 
Moss 
Nelson 
Nunn 

Allen 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bid en 
Brock 
Buckley 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Church 
Dole 
Griffin 
Gurney 
Hansen 

Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Ribicoff 
Sax be 
Scott, Va. 

NAYS-38 
Hartke 
Haskell 
Hollings 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Javits 
Johnston 
Mathias 
McClellan 
McClure 
Metcalf 
Mondale 

Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

Muskie 
Packwood 
Percy 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Scott, Pa. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 

NOT VOTING-6 
Abourezk CUrtis Randolph 
Cotton Mcintyre Stennis 

So Mr. PAsTORE's amendment to Mr. 
ALLEN's amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Add at the end of the amendment the 

following language: 
"None of the above officials shall accept 

any earned income other than their spec
ified salaries." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there be a 
limitation on the pending amendment 
of not to exceed 10 minutes, the time to 
be equally divided between the manager 
of the bill and the sponsor of the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, my pro
posed amendment is very simple. A limi
tation has been placed, by reason of the 
Pastore amendment, on any earned in
come as it applies to honorariums for 
speeches or articles. 

Mr. President, this is earned income. 
If the Senate decides, as it has by the 
Pastore amendment, to place a limita
tion on earned income, it ought to ap
ply to all earned income. My amendment 
would do just that. 

Earned income is a term of art in the 
Internal Revenue Code. It is very simple: 
It means any money that you have 
earned by reason of a salary, a fee, or 
other activity on your part, which in
volves your own individual work. Un
earned income means just what it im
plies, Mr. President, and my proposed 
amendment does not include that. 

I think it would be absurd to include 
all income, as has been discussed on this 
floor today. That would mean a Member 
of the U.S. Senate could not even buy a 
Govemment bond, because he would get 
interest on the Government bond. He 
would not be allowed to have a savings 
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account unless he gave away, I suppose, 
all of his unearned income. 

The Senate has indicated by its vote 
on the Pastore amendment that it would 
prohibit the receiving, on the part of any 
official, of earned income in the partic
ular area covered by the Pastore amend
ment. 

If the amendment is to apply to a por
tion of earned income, it ought to apply 
to all earned income. My amendment 
is very simple. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Will the Senator 
give us an example of earned income? 

Mr. JACKSON. Earned income is what 
one receives as a director of a company; 
if he draws legal fees, if he practices 
medicine; if he draws a salary or income 
of any kind for which he has rendered 
services. It is very clear. Earned income is 
a term of art in the Internal Revenue 
Code, and it is very precise. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Would earned income 

include income earned from a farm? 
Mr. JACKSON. Of course not. That is 

rent, and it would not be considered 
earned income, unless one were running 
the farm or operating it. But if he is get
ting rent, that is not earned income. 

Mr. EAGLETON. What if the farm is 
incorporated? 

Mr. JACKSON. If it is incorporated? 
Mr. EAGLETON. If a person owns a 

controlling interest. 
Mr. JACKSON. If he performs any 

service--
Mr. EAGLETON. If he owns a control

ling interest in the profits and gives occa
sional advice. 

Mr. JACKSON. If he gets dividends 
from the corPoration, that is unearned 
income. If he is on the board of directors, 
those fees are earned. 

Mr. EAGLETON: What about a sub
chapter S corporation? 

Mr. JACKSON. What is a subchapter S 
corporation? 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield. 
Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I receive 

royalties from a book. I think I received 
$38 this year. Would I be forbidden to 
receive the royalties from a book I wrote 
5 or 10 years ago? 

Mr. JACKSON. That would not be 
unearned income. 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. What 
should I do with the $38? The book is 
the Golden Age of Chinese Art. There is 
no use writing a book if I am earning 
only $38. 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator could give 
it away. 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I suggest 
that we are giving the country away and 
giving ourselves away in the eyes of the 
public when we indulge in this hypocri-
tical process. The monks in China go 
around holding begging bowls in front of 
them. I suggest that we ought to have 
begging bowls. 

Mr. JACKSON. I am not being hypo
critical. I have given up all my earned 
income since I came to Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. JACKSON. I ask unanimous con
sent that I may proceed for 1 more 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JACKSON. I am not being hYI¥>
critical. I have never raised this issue 
before, but it has been raised in this body, 
and I believe we ought to be consistent. 
I believe it is hypocritical to adopt an 
amendment that applies to only one area 
of earned income, but not to all earned 
income. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield me time? 

Mr. CANNON. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. I think there is a distinc
tion between unearned income that goes 
to a man because he is the owner of a 
farm, even though somebody else oper
ates it for him, and an honorarium. A 
Senator might receive a large honorar
ium as a U.S. Senator-$2,000 or $3,000. 
He would not be paid that much money 
if he were some other guy speaking for a 
fee. Some Senators do that without ask
ing an honorarium. 

I supported the Pastore amendment. 
If the salary is what a man thinks the 
job ought to pay, that is :fine. He ought 
to be able to live on a fiat salary. He 
should not expect to receive more for 
speaking as a U.S. Senator. 

It would seem to me that there is a 
lot of income that is described as ea1ned 
income which really does not keep a man 
from devoting his full time to being a 
U.S. Senator. Frankly, there is a lot of 
controversy over its being unearned in
come because sometimes it might get 
down to being almost a distinction with
out a difference. We can well argue that 
any income which takes a man's time 
away from being a U.S. Senator, such as 
a full-time law practice, should be sub
tracted because, to that extent, he is de
nying the public the full service which 
the public might expect from him. But 
there is a lot of earned income that the 
Senator is suggesting be included here 
which, from my own point of view, is not 
any different from unearned income. 
When we try to draw the line between a 
man--

Mr. JACKSON. If I may interject there, 
I am confused. Ea1ned income as the 
Senator knows, and he is more familiar 
with it than I am, is a term of art in the 
Internal Revenue Code; but who can 
make a distinction between someone 
practicing law and someone who is prac
ticing medicine and can get fees? What 
is the logic? 

Mr. LONG. Take a simple example of 
a Senator who owns a farm and some
one else is operating it for him. That 
would be earned income because he is the 
owner of it. 

Mr. JACKSON. Not if he pays the rent. 
Mr. LONG. But if he paid someone to 

run the farm, the income would be earned 
income. There is a lot of earned income 
where a person does not do any more 
work for it than unearned income. 

Mr. JACKSON. It is clear that we can 
draw fees out of a firm and not do any
thing. That is ea1ned income. 

Mr. LONG. I understand that, but it 
would seem to me that when we simply 

say that all earned income is going to be 
subtracted from what a man makes as 
a U.S. Senator, we will be applying that 
to a lot of income that does not require 
he do much of anything. 

Mr. JACKSON. How does the Senator 
reconcile saying that a Senator cannot 
make speeches and draw fees but that 
he can practice-law? · 

Mr. LONG. If the Senator wants to 
limit that to the practice of law, I would 
vote for his amendment. 

Mr. JACKSON. What about directors' 
fees? 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. What 
about alimony? 

Mr. JACKSON. You have earned that. 
[Laughter and applause.] You have got 
to admit we are covering everything. 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Not quite. 
Not unearned income. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. Pres

ident, is there any time left? I yield 1 
minute to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, there 
has been some awfully good rhetoric here 
and some politically attractive state
ments, but when we start to try to draw 
the line between earned income and un
earned income, I really believe that we 
are getting ourselves into a fuzzy area. 
This is not the place to make that de
lineation. I think I would agree with you 
that you should not draw the line be
tween attorneys' fees or that kind of 
thing, but on the subchapter which you 
are talking about back there, the only 
thing I can think of, if we had the time, 
we would be able to clear up the delinea
tion betw~en earned and unearned in
come in the committee. That is what 
should be given to the committee so that 
-it can give it serious consideration. Let 
the committee make the delineation. We 
should reserve it for that. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield 
back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BART
LETT). All time on the amendment is now 
expired. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote! 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 1 minute on the bill to say· that 
I point out to my colleagues, now that 
we have this fine attendance of Senators 
in the Chamber, after this foray, earlier 
I pointed out at the beginning of this de
bate that this is not germane to the bill 
under consideration, that if we have a 
number of nongermane amendments, as 
I believe we will have, we will lose the 
likelihood of getting a campaign reform 
bill this year. 

I point that out to all Senators, now 
that they are stimulated enough to be 
in the Chamber and participate -m the 
debate on a number of these nongermane 
amendments. 

Mr. CHURCH. I voted against the 
Pastore amendment, because it makes no 
sense to ban a fee received for writing a 
magazine article or delivering a speech, 
while permitting Senators to continue to 
earn outside income in legal fees, medical 
fees, or director's fees. 

If rest1ictions of this kind are to be 
adopted, they should apply to earned in-



July 25, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25973 
come in every form and from every 
source. That is why I shall vote for the 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
Sentaor from Washington <Mr. JAcK
soN). 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan will state it. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Now that an amend
ment to the Allen amendment has been 
adopted, would a motion to table the 
Allen amendment be in order? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 
withhold that a moment? Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that as long as 
these amendments are being voted on so 
rapidly, from now on, except for the last 
vote, there be a time limitation of 10 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President. I move 

to table the Allen amendment and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, no-wait a 
while--

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry, what is the pending 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Jackson amendment is the pending 
amendment, but a motion to table the 
basic amendment as amended would be 
in order. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. Has not a motion to 
table been made to the Allen amendment, 
which is not now in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Allen 
amendment is pending. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, no. The Jackson 
amendment to the Allen amendment is 
pending. 

Mr. JACKSON. My amendment is 
pending. There was no motion to table 
my amendment. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, if the 
motion to table carries, then all the 
amendments fall; is that correct? 

Mr. JACKSON. Wait a minute--
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 

yeas and nays have been ordered on the 
Jackson amendment. 

Mr. President, a parliamentary in
quiry. Were not the yeas and nays or
dered on the Jackson amendment? 

Mr. JACKSON. Yes, they were indeed 
ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, is 
that not the pending issue at this mo
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the pending issue. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Then is it not the 
duty of this body to act on the pending 
issue? 

Mr. JACKSON. And before a motion 
to table the Allen amendment is made. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, this 
is an amendment to the Allen amend
ment. The yeas and nays have been or
dered, so let us vote on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
rule XXII, a motion to table takes prece
dence over a motion to amend. 

The question is-
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a 

parliamentary inquiry, is not a motion 
to table the Jackson amendment, that 
would be in order, but not a motion to 
table out of order the Allen amendment 
as amended by the Jackson amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Jack
son amendment to amend the Allen 
amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A mo
tion to table the Allen amendment as 
amended takes precedence over the 
amendment of the Senator from Wash
ington. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered 
on the motion to table, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. MciNTYRE) and the Senator from 
West Virginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) are neces
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK) is 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH) would vote "nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT
TON) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
CuRTis) is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mr. CuRTIS) would vote 
"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 40, 
nays 54, as follows: 

Bayh 
Beall 
Bellmon 
Bennett 
Biden 
Brock 
Brooke 
Buckley 
Cannon 
Case 
Clark 
Cook 
Fong 
Gravel 

[No. 329 Leg.] 
YEAS--40 

Griftin 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hatfield 
Hathaway 
Huddleston 
Hughes 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Long 
Mathias 
McGee 

NAY8-54 
Aiken Fannin 
Allen Fulbright 
Baker Goldwater 
Bartlett Gurney 
Bentsen Hansen 
Bible Haskell 
Burdick Helms 
Byrd, Hollings 

Harry F.,.Jr. Hruska 
Byrd, Robert c . Jackson 
Chiles Johnston 
Church Magnuson 
Cranston Mansfield 
Dole . McClellan 
Domenlci McClure 
Dominick McGovern 
Eagleton Montoya 
Eastland Moss 
Ervin Nelson 

Metcalf 
Mondale 
Muskle 
Packwood 
Pell . 
Scott, Pa. 
Scott, Va. 
Stevens 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williams 

Nunn 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Percy 
Proxmlre 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Young 

NOT VOTING-6 
Abourezk 
Cotton 

Curtis 
Mcintyre 

Randolph 
Stennis 

So the motion to lay Mr. ALLEN's 
amendment, as amended, on the table 
was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion occurs on the Jackson amendment 
to the Allen amendment. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered. All time has expired. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. MciNTYRE), and the Senator from 
West Virginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) are neces
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from South Dakota <Mr. ABOUREZK), is 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH) WOuld VOte "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire <Mr. CoT
TON) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CuR
TIS) is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Nebraska <Mr. CuRTIS) would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 64, 
nays 30, as follows: 

[No. 330 Leg.] 
YEAS-64 

Aiken Fannin 
Baker Goldwater 
Bartlett Gravel 
Bayh Griffin 
Beall Hart 
Bible Hartke 
Biden Haskell 
Brock Hatfield 
Brooke Hathaway 
Burdick Helms 
Byrd, Robert C. Hughes 
Cannon Humphrey 
Case Jackson 
Chiles Johnston 
Church Kennedy 
Clark Magnuson 
Cook Mansfield 
Cranston McClure 
Dole McGee 
Domenlci McGovern 
Dominick Mondale 
Eagleton Montoya 

Allen 
Bellmon 
Bennett 
Bentsen 
Buckley 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Eastland 
Ervin 
Fong 
Fulbright 

NAY8-30 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Javits 
Long 
Mathias 
McClellan 
Metcalf 

Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
P roxmire 
Ribicoff 
Sax be 
Scott, Va. 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Thurmond 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williams 

Percy 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Scott, Pa. 
Sparkman 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Tower 
Young 

NOT VOTING-6 
Abourezk Curtis Randolph 
Cotton Mcintyre Stennis 

So Mr. JACKSON's amendment to Mr. 
ALLEN's amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COOK. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on be
half of myself and Senator HuMPHREY, 
I call up my amendment at the desk. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment will be stated. 
The assistant legislative clerk read as 

follows: 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in· 

serted, insert the following: 
"It is is the sense of the Congress that the 

salaries of Members of Congress, members 
of the President's cabinet, and members of 
the Federal judiciary shall not be increased 
in excess of the annual wage guidelines so 
long as wage and price cont rols continue." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STEVENS. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Senator 
be willing to consider the possibility of 
a 10-minute time limitation? 

Mr. STEVENS. I am willing to agree to 
a time limitation. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a time 
limitation of 10 minutes on the pending 
amendment, the time to be equally di
vided between the Senator from Nevada 
and the sponsor of the amendment. Mr. 
President, make the request for 13 min
utes, with 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Alabama and 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Nevada, and 5 minutes to the Sen
a tor from Alaska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes on this amendment, to 
begin with. 

Let me point out that the Federal 
Salary Act of 1967 created a very fine 
Commission on Executive, Legislative, 
and Judicial Salaries. The Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee has worked 
very hard in trying to make this a work
able system, there is now being con
sidered in the House S. 1989, which was 
passed by the Senate this year, to change 
this commission's period for recommen
dations from a 4-year to a 2-year period. 

What we are talking about is not just 
the salaries of Congress, nabinet officers, 
and the judiciary; we are talking about 
every person employed in the Federal 
Government who is above the fourth 
step of grade 16. The compression that is 
in effect today for executive salaries and 
those who work for the judiciary and 
those who work for Congress is set by our 
salary level. 

This amendment provides that our 
salary increases, if there are to be any, 
shall not exceed the guidelines set so 
long as there are wage and price con
trols. 

Again, let me point out, as was pointed 
out in the committee, in the past 4 years, 
from 1969 through 1972, the average 
union journeyman and the average 22 
construction crafts received a 42.2-per
cent increase in salary. Those in grade 
16 and above have received an increase 
of 19.5 percent, because of the compres
sion involved by our salary le,=el. 

So we are not talking about just how 
much we make as Members of Congress; 
we are talking about how much is paid to 
employees in grades 16, 17, and 18, the 
five executive levels, and those in Con
gress, but for the executive and the judi
ciary, and the executive branches below 
the Cabinet level. 

I feel we should not interfere with the 
Salary Act of 1967. Unfortunately, the 
Senator from Alabama's amendment 
emasculates the 1967 act, because it 
makes it completely unworkable. It says 
it takes an act of Congress to put into 
effect any salary increase recommended 
by the Commission not only for the Con
gress, but for the Executive and the judi
ciary. After setting up a system that 
works, why should we, in a nongermane 
amendment, destroy the system estab
lished in 1967? So far as I am concerned, 
as a member of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service, the system has 
worked. Why destroy it? 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. STEVENS. I yield. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Is it the sense 

of the Senator's amendment that there 
would be no increase beyond the rise in 
the cost of living since the last increase? 
Is he thinking about no increase since 
the 1969 increase in excess of the cost of 
living? 

Mr. STEVENS. That is right. I refer 
to Rowland Kirks, Director of the Ad
ministrative Office of the U.S. Courts, 
and Arch Patton, Chairman of the Com
mission on Executive, Legislative, and 
Judicial Salaries, in their statements 
given to the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee on June 26, where they set 
forth the rationale for this concept that 
we are creating compression on the 
whole of Government by virtue of the 
salary levels we have established. I be
lieve we should not have wage increases 
above the minimum guidelines estab
lished annually for the whole economy. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Then, it is the 
sense of the amendment of the Senator 
that he would add the yearly increases 
in the cost of living together to arrive at 
the maximum total increase? 

Mr. STEVENS. The Commission could 
not permit a wage increase in excess of 
the yearly guidelines. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 3 
minutes of the Senator have expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield me 2 minutes? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York inquires of the Sen
ator from Alaska if he will yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. STEVENS. I have only 2 minutes. 
I yield the Senator 1 minute of those 2 
minut~s. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I will take 1. 
I want to · congratulate the Senator 

from Alaska for int1·oducing a sensible 
and truly responsible proposal. I think 
we have to understand we are speaking 
not only of our own political concerns, 
but also about the ability of the Federal 
Government at the executive level to 
recruit people out of private industry, 
and if they are worth their salt, they are 
worth more than the levels now imposed. 

I also krtow, from my own experience, 
the difficulties of getting a young man 
to leave a law firm in New York City to 
become a Federal judge of the kind we 
want to have in our Federal court sys
tem because of the financial sacrifice he 
wouid be asked to undertake at a time 

when he still has children to educate and 
send to college. 

So I want to associate myself with the 
proposal of the Senator, and ask him if 
he intends to ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. STEVENS. I do. 
Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 

nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield my

self such time as I have. I believe it is 
5minutes. 

Mr. President, the amendment of the 
distinguished Senator from Alaska would 
change the entire concept of the original 
amendment seeking to freeze the salaries 
of Members of Congress, the Federal 
Judiciary, and members of the Presi
dent's Cabinet at their present level. The 
amendment is an enactment of the Con
gress, whereas the substitute, which is 
different from the amendments that we 
voted on already, which have merely 
added amendments to the original 
amendment, would wipe out the Pastore 
amendment, the Jackson amendment, 
and the original amendment that was 
offered. When we got thrm:gh, we would 
have absolutely nothing, because it says 
it is the sense of our Congress that Mem
bers of Congress and the judiciary and 
the President's Cabin~t shall be put on 
the same basis as employees throughout 
the land. 

Mr. President, this would end up with 
absolutely nothing, because the ap
proaching pay raise would come on just 
the same. There would be no reg.ard to 
this amendment of the Senator from 
Alaska whatever, because it does not pur
port to limit anybody. It just says it is 
the sense of Congress to put them under 
the same wage guidelines applicable to 
other employees. 

It is belittling to the Senate, it is be
littling to the House of Representatives, 
that we be called upon to enact a sense 
of the Senate or sense of Congress reso
lution in this fashion. When the smoke 
had cleared away, we would have a com
plete nullity that would not be worth 
anything whatsoever. 

So if Senators want to kill the original 
amendment--! think the amendments 
that have been tacked on have done seri
ous damage; they have not killed it, be
cause the amendment is still there-this 
substitute would in effect be a vote 
against the original amendment and 
would say to the Salary Commission, 
"Come on with yom· pay raises." It would 
say to the President, "Come on with the 
setting of the compensation for the Mem
bers of Congress," which is granting still 
more power to the Executive, and we 
complain about that all the time. 

So if Senators want to kill the salary 
freeze for Members of Congress, vote for 
the amendment now pending. 

I yield to the Senator from Massachu
setts (Mr. BROOKE) the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I would 
like to make a motion. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, the time 
has not all expired. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nevada has time. 

Mr. CANNON. I yield myself 1 minute. 
I would simply say that I would hope 

that both this and the Allen amend
ment would be defeated, as I have said 
before. I find this amendment more ac
ceptable, so I intend to vote for it in the 
hopes that it will kill the Allen amend
ment, as the Senator from Alabama has 
suggested it would do, because I think 
if either one or both of these amend
ments are on the bill it is going to be 
difficult to go to conference and get a 
campaign reform bill. 

I yield back my time. 
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, has all 

time been yielded back? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

is yielded back. 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yielded 

my remaining time to the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yielded 
myself 3 minutes. I do not see how all my 
time has been used. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I had a 
request for 1 minute. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself the 1 minute I have remaining. 

Mr. President, I do not favor the Allen 
amendment, because I think it would 
destroy the 1967 Salary Act. 

I do not have any criticism of the Sen
ator from Nevada if he wants to support 
this type of measure in order to defeat 
the Allen amendment. However, I do 
think that people who stand here and 
think only of themselves and think how 
much a Senator ought to earn should 
think of how much people make at step 
16 and step 17 and step 18 in the Civil 
Service. 

This concept is very serious. It causes 
a turnover in the Government service 
and excessive costs in terms of people 
being lured away from the Government 
to private industry. We do have the wage 
guideline that provides for a cost-of-liv
ing increase. 

My amendment would do no more than 
to set a minimum as is done by the wage 
guideline people, and I think that is fair. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I move 
to table the Allen amendment as amend
ed by the Pastore amendment as amend
ed by the Jackson amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to motion to table the 
Allen amendment as amended by the 
Pastore amendment as amended by the 
Jackson amendment. On this question 
the yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from New Hampshire 
<Mr. MciNTYRE) and the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) are neces
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from South Dakota <Mr. ABOUREZK) is 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH) would vote "nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the: 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT
TON) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
CuRTIS) is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Nebraska (Mr. CuRTIS) would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 39, 
nays 55, as follows: 

Bayh 
Beall 
Bellmon 
Bennett 
Biden 
Brooke 
Cannon 
Case 
Clark 
Cook 
Fong 
Gravel 
Gritfin 

[No. 331 Leg.) 
YEA8-39 

Hart 
Hartke 
Hatfield 
Hathaway 
Huddleston 
Hughes 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Mathias 
McGee 
Metcalf 

NAY8-55 
Aiken Eastland 
Allen Ervin 
Baker Fannin 
Bartlett Fulbright 
Bentsen Goldwater 
Bible Gurney 
Brock Hansen 
Buckley Haskell 
Burdick Helms 
Byrd, Hollings 

Harry F., Jr. Hruska 
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson 
Chiles Johnston 
Church Long 
Cranston Magnuson 
Dole Mansfield 
Domenici McClellan 
Dominick McClure 
Eagleton McGovern 

Mondale 
Muskie 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Sax be 
Scott, Pa. 
Scott, va. 
Stevens 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williams 

Montoya 
Moss 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Proxmire 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Young 

NOT VOTING-6 
Abourezk Curtis Randolph 
Cotton Mcintyre Stennis 

So the motion to table the Allen 
amendment as amended was rejected. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
staff personnel be allowed the privilege of 
remaining on the Senate :floor during de
bate on S. 372 and its amendments. 

Rules Committee: Jim Duffy, Jim 
Medill, and Joe O'Leary. 

Commerce Committee: Nick Zopple, 
John Hardy, Ward White, Art Panckof, 
and Ken Davis. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that during the considera
tion of S. 372 Barbara Block and John 
Childers be granted access to the :floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. STEVENS. Is it correct that a 
vote in favor of my substitute amend
ment would substitute it for the Allen 
amendment with the Pastore amend
ment and the Jackson amendment, and 
that it would become the complete text 
of the Allen amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If agreed 

to, it would be a substitute for the Allen 
amendment and ail ·amendments there
to. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. STEVENS). 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I move to 
lay on the table the substitute amend
ment, and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BARTLETT). The question is on agreeing 
to the motion to lay on the table the 
substitute amendment of the Senator 
from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) . On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from New Hampshire 
<Mr. MciNTYRE) and the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) are nec
essarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK) is 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH) WOuld vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT-· 
TON) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
CuRTIS) is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Nebraska <Mr. CuRTIS) would vote 
"yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 34, 
nays 60, as follows: 

[No. 332 Leg.) 
YEAs-34 

Allen Eagleton 
Baker Ervin 
Bart let t Fannin 
Bible Fulbright 
Burdick Goldwater 
Byrd, Gurney 

Harry F., Jr. Hansen 
Byrd, Robert C. Helms 
Chiles Hruska 
Church Magnuson 
Cranston McClellan 
Dominick McClure 

Aiken 
Bayh 
Beall 
Bellm on 
Bennett 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Brock 
Brooke 
Buckley 
Cannon 
Case 
Clark 
Cook 
Dole 
Dom enici 
Eastland 
Fong 
Gravel 
Griffin 

NAY8-60 
Hart 
Hartke 
Haskell 
Hatfield 
Hathaway 
Hollings 
Huddleston 
Hughes 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Long 
Mansfield 
Mathias 
McGee 
McGovern 
Metcalf 

Nunn 
Proxmire 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Sparkman 
Symington 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Young 

Mondale 
Mont oya 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Sax be 
Scott, Pa. 
Scott, Va. 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williams 

NOT VOTING-6 
Abourezk Curtis Randolph 
Cotton Mcintyre Stennis 

So the motion to lay on the table was 
rejected. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
Federal Salary Act of 1967 established 
a Commission on Executive, Legislative_ 
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and Judicial Salaries to study and review 
the compensation of the top officials of 
the executive branch under the executive 
schedule, Members of Congress, justices, 
judges, and certain other personnel of 
the judicial branch. Under the act, the 
Commission reports its pay recom
mendations to the President, who then 
includes in his next budget to the Con
gress his recommendations on the exact 
rates of pay which he deems advisable 
for the offices and positions with which 
the Salary Commission is concerned. 

On July 9, the Senate passed S. 1989, 
improving the procedures by which rec
ommendations are made and acted upon. 
The acceptance of this bill by voice vote 
indicates that there was .not significant 
opposition to this bill to require a roll 
call vote. Quite frankly, Mr. President, I 
wish that this had been the case, because 
that was the appropriate time for debate 
on questions raised by the amendment of 
my distinguished colleague from Ala
bama, not now as we debate urgent cam
paign financing legislation. 

As it is, we are faced, on the one hand, 
with appearing to our constituents as 
money grabbers, seeking to fill our own 
pockets with a raise, while the rest of the 
economy is frozen; or, on the other, risk
ing the survival of a vitally important 
piece of campaign financing legislation 
which can bring some integrity and dig
nity to the system by which we elect 
public officials. Passage of this amend
ment by the Senate clearly jeopardizes 
final enactment of this legislation. 

I want to make clear my firm opposi
to pay raises for the President, Congress, 
Federal judges and other high officials 
that exceed the wage control guidelines 
while the wages of the Nation's workers 
are under controls. As long ago as May of 
1972, I publicly called upon PI·esident 
Nixon and Congress to oppose increases 
that exceed wage guidelines as long as 
such are applied to the wages and sal
aries of working men and women. They 
will not sit still while they are forced to 
carry the burden of controlling inflation, 
and they should not be asked to. 

It must be noted that no raise has yet 
been recommended by the President. At 
such time as a raise is recommended, the 
Congress has available a very simple 
mechanism whereby it can disapprove, 
by resolution of disapproval passed by 
either House, the President's recom
mendations. In addition, it must be 
noted-and this is important-that 
existing law authorizes the President to 
postpone any pay adjustments if he be
lieves such action to be necessary and 
wise. S. 1989, as passed by the Senate, 
does not change this provision. In fact, 
the committee, in its report on the bill, 
1·eiterated the importance of this pro
vision, saying: 

It is the committee's view that pay adjust
ments recommended by the President should 
be subject to any salary or other applicable 
economic restraints which the President may 
see fit to impose in his efforts to control 
inflation. 

Indeed, this Congress has extended 
the President's authority through the ex
tension for 1 year. of the Economic 
Stabilization Act. We must assume that 
the President will take into account all 

sectors of the economy in the develop
ment and management.of phase IV. In
deed, we insist upon it. 

Finally, Mr. President, I felt obliged 
to oppose amendment No. 410 because 
I believe that it resembles too closely the 
procedure by which the Nixon adminis
tration has chosen to "disenact," through 
administrative action, many of the pro
grams which were enacted by this Con
gress. This is a trend that many of us 
in this body have fought hard to prevent. 
This is a Nation of laws; our Constitu
tion provides a mechanism by which we 
pass laws, and we cannot just go around 
circumventing the laws we enact. 

Before we simply pass an amendment 
which will cripple or completely alter the 
Federal Salary Act, we must go through 
the process which we have set up for the 
purpose of amending or abolishing laws. 
We cannot afford to pass, in haste, an 
amendment which skirts the legal proce
dure for determining salary increases. I 
would, of course, support a review of 
these provisions by the appropriate com
mittee, if that is the mind of the Senate. 

At this time, however, Mr. President, 
I feel it is my duty, as a Member of this 
body, to point out these aspects of the 
action we take today. I do, however, join 
with the Senator from Alaska <Mr. 
STEVENS) in offering an amendment as 
a substitute for the Allen amendment as 
amended and I urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
JoHNSTON). The question recurs on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen
ator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS). 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from Massachusetts 
<Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. MciNTYRE), the Senator 
from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), and 
the Senator from Missouri <Mr. SYM
mGTON) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from South Dakota <Mr. ABouREzK) is 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH) would vote "nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT
TON) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CUR
Tis) is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Nebraska <Mr. CuRTIS) would vote 
"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 48, 
nays 44, as follows: 

Bayh 
Beall 
Bellmon 
Bennett 
Bid en 
Brock 
Brooke 
Buckley 
Cannon 
Case 
Clark 

[No. 333 Leg.] 
YEAS--48 

Cook 
Eastland 
Fong 
Gravel 
Griffin 
Hart 
Hartke 
Haskell 
Hatfield 
Hathaway 
Hollings 

Huddleston 
Hughes 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Javits 
Johnston 
Long 
Mathias 
McGee 
McGovern 
Metcalf 

Mondale 
Montoya 
Muskie 
Pastore 
Pearson 

Pell 
Percy 
Sax be 
Scott , Fa . 
Scott, Va. 

NAYS-44 

Stevens 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williams 

Aiken Dominick Moss 
Allen Eagleton Nelson 
Baker Ervin Nunn 
Bartlett Fannin Packwood 
Bentsen Fulbright Proxmire 
Bible Goldwater Ribicoff 
Burdick Gurney Roth 
Byrd, Hansen Schweiker 

Harry F. , Jr. Helms Sparkman 
Byrd, Robert C. Hruska Stafford 
Chiles Jackson Stevenson 
Church Magnuson Taft 
Crans ton Mansfield Talmadge 
Dole McClellan Thurmond 
Domenici McClure Young 

NOT VOTING-8 
Abourezk 
Cott on 
Curtis 

Kennedy 
Mcintyre 
Randolph 

Stennis 
Symington 

So Mr. STEvENs• amendment was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the Allen amend
ment as amended by the substitute. On 
this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I annonnce 
that the Senator from Arkansas <Mr. 

-FULBRIGHT), the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. MciNTYRE), and the 
Senator from West Virginia <Mr. RAN
DOLPH) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from South Dakota <Mr. ABOUREZK) is 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH) WOuld Vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT
TON) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska <Mr. CuR
TIS) is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Nebraska <Mr. CuRTIS) would vote 
"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 49, 
nays 43, as follows: 

[No. 334 Leg.] 
YEAS-49 

Aiken Hartke 
Bayh Hatfield 
BeaU Hathaway 
Bellmon Hollings 
Bennett Huddleston 
Biden Hughes 
Brock Humphrey 
Brooke Inouye 
Buckley Jackson 
Byrd, Robert C. Javits 
Cannon Johnston 
Case Long 
Clark Mathias 
Cook McClellan 
Eastland McGee 
Fong McGovern 
Grltfin Mondale 

Allen 
Baker 
Bartlett 
Bentsen 
Bible 
Burdick 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 

NAYS-43 
Chiles 
Church 
Cranston 
Dole 
Domenicl 
Dominick 
Eagleton 
Ervin 

Montoya 
Muskie 
Pastore 
Pell 
Percy 
Sax be 
Scott, Pa.. 
Scott, Va. 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williams 

Fannin 
Goldwater 
Gurney 
.Hansen 
Hart 
Haskell 
Helms 
Hruska 
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Kennedy 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McClure 
Metcalf 
Moss 
Nelson 

Nunn 
Packwood 
Pearson 
Proxmire 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Schweiker 

Sparkman 
Symington 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Young 

NOT VOTING-8 
Abourezk Fulbright Randolph 
Cotton Gravel Stennis 
Cw·tis Mcintyre 

So Mr. ALLEN's amendment, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COOK and Mr. CANNON moved 
to lay the motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I feel there 
is one way to encourage attendance in the 
Senate and create interest in an issue, 
and that is to introduce a measure having 
to do with the salaries of the Members of 
the Senate. Just the other clw I happened 
to be presiding over the Senate when 
the war powers bill was being considered, 
and, in addition to the Presiding Officer 
at the time, there were 3 Senators on the 
floor debating that important issue. I 
recall on many of the end-the-war 
amendments an attendance of four or 
five or six Members of the Senate was a 
pretty good turnout. We pass multibil
lion-dollar bills here with some four or 
five Senators on the floor when the vote 
starts. But this afternoon we have had 
a regular attendance here on the floor 
of about 75 Senators all the time, and I 
think it is very commendable that Sen
ators have been present for the consid
eration of this important legislation. 

I must say that I regretted the little 
inconsistency that I was guilty of in 
voting against the amendment which I 
and some 37 other Senators introduced, 
because the entire nature of the amend
ment had been changed. The original 
amendment sought by legislation to 
freeze the salaries of Members of Con
gress and the Federal judiciary and the 
President's Cabinet to their present level, 
whereas the amendment that was finally 
voted on was the original amendment as 
substituted by the Stevens amendment, 
and it provided something entirely dif
ferent. It was not legislation; it was 
merely a sense of the Senate resolution, 
which leaves the salary commission free 
to recommend any wage or any salary 
increase that it sees fit. 

So, Mr. President, it was for that 
reason-and I noticed that pretty nearly 
all or most of the original sponsors of 
the amendment voted the same way-! 
was compelled to vote against the amend
ment as a substitute, because it calls for 
a salary raise in some amount-! do not 
suppose anybody knows just how much
whereas the original amendment sought 
to freeze the amount of compensation at 
the present level. Therefore it was neces
sary that I vote against the amendment 
which was originally introduced by me 
and some 37 other Senators. 

Mr. BIDEN. The Senator mentioned
and I think it is misleading-that the 
reason for the attendance here was that 
our pocketbooks are at stake. 

Is it not true that when the Senator's 
announced amendment, which we all 
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had notice of, was being debated there 
were only 4 or 5, or perhaps 10, Senators 
on the floor? It was only after there 
were votes on extraneous matters, which 
were not considered by anybody prior 
to being offered, that the attendance 
maintained itself at a high level. 

Does not the Senator think it is true 
that, had we never argued for a year or 
two the war powers bill, had we not 
argued for several years the antiwar 
amendments, and had the amendments 
of the war powers bill been taken up on 
the spur of the moment we would have 
had nearly all100 Members of the Senate 
present? 

I suggest it is misleading to the Amer
ican people and to those in the galleries 
to suggest that the only reason why we 
are in attendance is that our pocket
books are at stake. I think it does a dis
service to the Senate and I think it does 
a diservice to the country. I think if 
debate on the war powers bill or on end
the-war amendments had been offered 
just on the spur of the moment, there 
is hardly a Member of the Senate who 
would not have been willing to stay here 
around the clock to decide those issues. 
I know less than anybody else around 
here about that, but that is my opinion. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator for his lengthy comments. The 
Senator is free to draw whatever con
clusions from my remarks that he wants 
to. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I desire to 
associate myself with the comments of 
my friend from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) . I 
was a cosponsor of his amendment which 
was emasculated on this floor this after
noon. 

As Senator ALLEN has said, the Senate 
has-unwisely in my judgment-paved 
the way for a backdoor increase in Sen
ators' salaries. 

This is wrong, Mr. President, and I 
regret that the Allen amendment-which 
would have prohibited any salary in
crease-was so badly emasculated and 
turned around in its intent. 

The people of this country are watch
ing this Senate. They are mindful that 
the Congress of the United States is 
largely responsible for the inflation that 
is plaguing our economy. 

Some Senators have protested that 
$42,500 a year is not enough salary 
for their needs. Well, Mr. President, I 
cannot help ihinking about the millions 
of American families who are struggling 
to survive on salaries only a fraction of 
the amount Senators are paid. 

Frankly, Mr. President, unless and 
until this Congress gets down to busi
ness, and begins to work to balance the 
Feder·al budget, I think the American 
people are completely justified in feel
ing that Senators and Congressmen are 
receiving adequate compensation, if not 
too much compensation. 

I compliment the distinguished Sen
ator from Alabama <Mr. ALLEN) on his 
efforts here today. I was proud to stand 
with him. We lost. But I believe a record 
has been made here today-a record that 
the people can use to determine who 
stands where. 

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I would 
like to comment briefly on the Stevens 

amendment to S. 372 which was agreed to 
earlier today. 

I voted in favor of the amendment 
during several key procedural votes. I did 
this because I was under the impression 
that the amendment provided for a sim
ple 5.5-percent limit on an increase which 
would be in accord with Federal guide
lines. 

I was then informed that the amend
ment would have allowed an increase of 
five times 5.5 percent, or 27.5 percent, be
cause it has been 5 years since the last 
pay raise. I do not support such an in
crease and voted against final passage of 
this amendment based on the under
standing that it would provide the 27.5-
percent increase. 

A rereading of the amendment has 
convinced me that it did not authorize 
an exorbitant increase and thus my 
final vote was in error. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read
ing clerks, announced that the House had 
agreed to the report of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 1423) to amend the 
Labor Management Relations Act, 1947, 
to permit employer contributions to 
jointly administered trust funds estab
lished by labor organizations to defray 
costs of legal services. 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 
The SecTetary of the Senate reported 

that on today, July 25, 1973, he presented 
to the President of the United States the 
enrolled bill CS. 1090) to amend the Com
munications Act of 1934, to extend cer
tain authorizations for the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting and for certain 
construction grants for noncommercial 
educational television and radio broad
casting facilities, and for other purposes. 

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
PENDING BUSINESS CS. 1560) AND 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS <S. 372) ON 
TOMORROW 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I am authorized by the distinguished ma
jority leader to make the request I am 
about to make. 

I ask unanimous consent that at no 
later than 10:30 a.m. tomorrow the Sen
ate return to the consideration of today's 
first-track item (S. 1560), and that that 
bill remain before the Senate until dis
posed of or until the hour of 12:30, 
whichever is earlier, and that the Senate 
then resume the consideration of the un
finished business CS. 372). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
for the information of the Senate, there 
will be no more rollcall votes today. The 
Senate will convene at 10 o'clock tomor
row. At not later than 10:30 a.m. the 
Senate will take up the public service for 
unemployed persons blll. Yea-and-nay 
votes may occur thereon. At no later than 
12:30 p.m., and possibly earlier, the Sen-
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ate will resume consideration of the cam
paign reform bill, and yea-and-nay votes 
will occur on amendments thereto. 

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1973 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill <S. 372) to amend 
the Communications Act of 1934 to re
lieve broadcasters of the equal time re
quirement of section 315 with respect to 
presidential and vice presidential can
didates and to amend the Campaign 
Communications Reform Act to provide 
further limitation on expenditures in 
election campaigns for Federal elective 
office. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Earlier today, in the heat of the debate, 
I suggested that some people were in
terested in some nongermane amend
ments in the hopes of not supporting or 
defeating the campaign reform bill. 

Mr. President, I want to make it clear 
that I was not referring to the distin
guished Senator from Alabama who was 
a sponsor of the amendment then pend
ing because he has been a consistent sup
porter in the committee, both on this bill 
and on the bill in 1971, for a campaign 
reform bill. I want to make the record 
clear on that point. 

I ask unanimous consent that I may 
yield 2 hours to the Senator from Cali
fornia <Mr. CRANSTON) so that he may 
participate in a discussion of the ques
tion of public financing on the bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
great respect for the Senator from Ala
bama. However, I would like to clarify 
one matter. My amendment does not re
quire a pay increase. My amendment as 
a substitute for his amendment sets as 
a maximum for any increase for the ju
diciary branch, the executive branch, or 
the congressional branch of the Govern
ment, the amount provided by the an
nual wage guidelines. 

It does not mandate an increase. It 
does not in any way affect the workings 
of the Commission that is working on 
salaries for the three branches of the 
Government. My amendment sets a 
maximum of whatever they might rec
ommend. 

As such, I think we are treating our
selves in the same way that we are will
ing to have the executive branch treated, 
and all segments of our economy. And 
as I have said before, that is fair. 

I would not want the record to indi
cate that it requires any wage increase. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, is it un
derstood that during this 2-hour period, 
there will be no action taken and no 
votes? , 

Mr. CRANSTON. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, it is my understanding that the dis
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. 
PROXMIRE) will shortly offer an amend
ment so as to make it the pending busi
ness and without any time being counted 
on the amendment tonight. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, it is also un-

derstood that under the unanimous-con
sent agreement the Senate will proceed 
to the consideration of the Proxmire 
amendment at 12:30 tomorrow. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
at no later than 12:30 tomorrow, and 
possibly earlier. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nevada? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 389, not for con
sideration tonight, but so that it can be 
made the pending business tomorrow. 

I ask unanimous consent that my 
amendment be made the pending busi
ness tomorrow and I ask unanimous con
sent that no time run against the amend
ment if it is debated tonight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 56, line 19, strike "$5,000" and 

insert "$100". 
On page 57, line 2, strike "$15,000" and 

insert "$100". 
On page 57, line 7, strike "$100,000" and 

insert "$1,000". 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, this 
amendment provides a $100 limitation 
on any contributions by any one person 
to any one candidate and $1,000 that 
any one person can make to all candi
dates. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I 

thank the distinguished Senator from 
California. 

PR:rvn..EGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that throughout the 
consideration of the matter we are about 
to discuss two members of my staff, Jan 
Mueller and Roy Greenaway may have 
the privilege of the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that during the consid
eration of this matter Burton Wides may 
have the privilege of the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered:. 

PUBLIC FINANCING OF POLITICAL 
CAMPAIGNS 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, before 
I begin my remarks, I would like .to in
dicate how delighted I am that the dis
tinguished chairman of the Rules Com
mittee, Mr. CANNON, has expanded the 
Senate's consideration of S. 372, to in
clude a general discussion of the general 
concept of public financing of campaigns. 

Last week, I and a group of my col
leagues went to the chairman, Senator 
CANNON, and to Senator PELL, chairman 
of the Elections and Privileges Subcom
mittee, to ask that time be set aside for 
such a discussion and that hearings be 
scheduled on the various public :financing 
proposals. We were pleased that the 

chairmen agreed to holding hearings by 
the Senate Rules Committee in Sep
tember. 

In requesting hearings, the group 
stated that they felt public :financing was 
the logical next step to take in the area 
of campaign reform, but agreed that con
sideration of any public financing plan 
should not come to the floor of the Sen
ate until after hearings had been com
pleted. 

I strongly support this position. The 
place to design a workable public :financ
ing plan is not on the floor of the Senate 
in the middle of debate on campaign 
reform amendments. Much as I believe 
in public financing, I do not intend to 
support any effort to amendS. 372 with 
a public financing plan. If such an 
amendment is proposed for S. 372, I will 
vote against it. 

I would not want a public finance pro
posal to interfere with or jeopardize the 
finance reforms in the pending bill and 
any further reforms which might be in 
the bill at the time we finish acting on 
it. 

A number of Senators have indicated 
that they wish to participate in the col
loquy. A number of Senators are inter
ested in the concept of public financing. 
Due to the lateness of the hotir when we 
:finish, some will be unable to participate. 
However, some Senators will be here. 

A Senator who has been a pioneer in 
strongly advocating public financing is 
the distinguished Senator from Michi
gan <Mr. HART). The Senator from Mich
igan <Mr. HART) will make the first 
presentation in this discussion of public 
financing. 

I am delighted to yield such time as 
he may need to the Senator from Michi
gan. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I am grate
ful to the Senator from California that 
he would have undertaken to conduct 
this colloquy, and I am especially grate
ful to him for persuading the chairman 
of the committee, the Senator from 
Nevada <Mr. CANNON), to permit a dis
cussion on the subject of public financing 
at this time. -

Mr. President, today we start a de
bate on proposals to limit the size of pri
vate contributions made to and controls 
of expenditures made by political cam
paigns. 

As we begin, it would be well, I think, 
to note that problems associated with our 
present system of financing election cam
paigns neither began with Watergate, 
nor will they end there as long as office
seekers must compete for dollars to run 
campaigns as well as for votes to win 
elections. 

The reforms Congress is likely to ap
prove this year can be important steps 
forward, but they will not address the 
question Congress must eventually face: 

Whether to restructure rather than to 
reform, whether to provide a candidate 
with public funds rather than forcing 
him to rely on private contributions to 
finance an election campaign. 

Mr. President, as I am sure we will be 
reminded in the 2 hours set aside for 
this discussion, this idea and this con
cept of public funding of political cam
paigns is not new, nor is it associated 
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with just one of the political parties. lt is 
an idea that was endorsed by iormer 
Presidents Theodore Roosevelt and 
Harry Truman. 

Neither is the idea without precedent 
in this country, for Congi-ess approved 
the concept when it established the Pres
idential checkoff system which permits a 
taxpayer to designate that $1 of his tax 
return go to funds to be used by candi
dates in the next Presidential election. 

It should be not secret to Members of 
Congress that public confidence in poli
ticians is diminishing and that a politi
cal system which would be open and free 
cannot long exist in a sea of widespread 
public distrust. 

One source of that distrust which 
plagues officeseekers even before they are 
elected is the need to raise money. 

Also, it should be no secret to Members 
of Congress that many persons of con
meting political views often use the same 
rhetoric to express frustrations with the 
system and the feeling that no one is 
listening to their pleas. 

One reason for that feeling is that 
large contributions do indeed buy access, 
and access is an important ingredient of 
power. 

Time limits the number of problems a 
Senator can deal with, the number of 
people he can see. There are few Sena
tors, and I am not among them, who will 
not find time to see the person who gave 
$1,000 or more to one of his campaigns. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I yield to 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have 
now been in active politics for practically 
my entire adult life. And I think that is 
true of every Member of this body. 

If there is one thing of which I am 
certain, it is that we will never have all 
honest politicians, men and women that 
the people have a right to respect. We 
will never be able to have the public have 
the confidence in government that is the 
hope of every American until we rid 
American politics of the corruption and 
the compromising of our present system 
of private funding of campaigns. That 
fs the central issue. We can reform the 
existing system of private funding as 
much as we like; we can improve the re
porting; we can regulate the size of con
tributions; we can seek to regulate the 
amount that is spent; we can seek to 
regulate for what purposes the money 
can be spent. We have been in the 
process of trying to make that system 
work now for a hundred years, and I 
join in that but even if we reform it in 
every way we can think of, the system 
is still corrupt, because it still tells those 
who run for public office, "You must first 
make your peace with those who have 
enough money to permit you to become 
elected." 

It increasingly costs more and more to 
get elected, which means that more and 
more we must resort to that demeaning, 
compromising, and sometimes regret
tably corrupting process. 

That is a secret that is out. Every pol
itician has known it from the moment 
he first ran for public office, or helped 
anyone run for public office. But now, 

with Watergate, everybody knows the 
present financing system stinks, and is 
not reformable. That is why it seems to 
me that the American public must under
stand that if, in the process of learning 
from Watergate, we do not include as our 
most essential objective a system of pub
lic funding of campaigns, so that it is 
possible for a man or a woman to run 
for office and, once elected, to be able to 
serve his or her constituency in consci
ence, rather than his or her major con
tributors--unless we do that, we will have 
failed, and watergate will be just the 
beginning of what we will see in the fu
ture, except that it will be worse each 
time that it arises. 

For that reason I am pleased to join 
with the Senator from Michigan, who 
has been leading this fight for his whole 
public career, and my friends who are 
joining in this colloquy this evening. 

I ask unanimous consent that a state
ment which I made a few days ago when 
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ScHWEICKER) and I introduced a major 
campaign financing bill may appear in 
the RECORD following the remarks of the 
Senator from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HART. I thank the Senator from 

Minnesota very much. As always, in very 
brief scope he has stated effectively, elo
quently, and I hope persuasively the basic 
reason that should persuade us promptly 
to move away from this private money to 
public funding. 

The presidential public funding pro
posal that he and Senator SCHWEIKER 
have introduced is a logical basis on 
which we should proceed with respect to 
the Presidential Office, and I share with 
the Senator from California <Mr. CRAN
STON) the belief that while each of us has 
a deep conviction that public funding of 
campaigns is the right way, any of us 
who have spent any time at all attempt-

. ing to identify the kinks in the problem 
and to unravel it, will understand that 
the subject matter should be specifically 
addressed by the Rules Committee, and 
there should be thorough hearings, where 
we can see if we have missed some of the 
kinks and see if we cannot unravel some 
of the yet-to-be-unraveled problems. But 
just as soon as that can be done, I would 
hope we would move in the direction 
suggested by the Senator from Minne
sota. 

Mr. MONDALE. Will the Senator yield 
'further? 

Mr. HART. I yield. 
Mr. MONDALE. I hope we act, because 

the public is now seeing, through the 
Watergate hearings, how awful this can 
be, while that is fresh on everyone's mind, 
and I hope that the bill which Senator 
ScHWEIKER and I introduced, which went 
to the Finance Committee, will receive 
prompt hearings. 

The Senator from Michigan has led 
the fight for the dollar checkoff, and 
has brought us to the point where we 
have some hope, and I think the chair
man of the Finance Committee--! have 
talked with him about this matter-will 
find some time this fall to hold hearings, 

so that we might strengthen what has 
already been done in this field, in the 
area of tax incentives. 

EXHIBIT 1 

PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN FINANCING ACT 
(Introductory Statement of Senator WALTER 

F. MONDALE) 

Mr. President, I am introducing today to
gether with the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. Schweiker) the Presidential Campaign 
Financing Act of 1973. 

This legislation, which provides for sub
stantial public financing of presidential 
primary and general elections while severely 
limiting the size of private contributions, is 
designed to free those electons from the cor
rosive and corrupting influence of big money 
and return them to the American people. 

In my judgment, the enactment of our 
bill-or of one like it-is the single most im
portant election reform that can emerge 
from Watergate. It is absolutely essential if 
we are ever to get money off the backs of 
American politicians and restore integrity 
and confidence in our political system. 

One of the great ironies of Watergate is 
that some of those who have been among the 
staunchest opponents of public financing 
have, through their blatantly illegal activi
ties, made the strongest possible case for 
its adoption. 

The acceptance of corporate contributions, 
the widespread use of secret funds, the 
"laundering" of contributions in foreign 
countries, the solicitation of funds from 
businesses with important cases pending be
fore government agencies, the insistence on 
dealing in cash, the ambassadorships for 
sale--these are symptoms of a system that is 
fundamentally flawed. 

Perhaps no incident dramatizes the extent 
of the flaw as strikingly as that involving 
American Airlines. 

Herbert Kalmbach, one of President Nix
on's principal fund-raisers approached 
American board chairman George Spater at 
a time when American had pending before 
the Civil Aeronautics Board a plan for merger 
with Western Airlines and indicated that a 
contribution of $100,000 was "expected". 

"I knew Mr. Kalmbach to be both the 
President's personal counsel and counsel for 
our major competitor (United Airlines)," Mr. 
Spater said later. "I concluded that a sub
stantial response was called for." 

That "substantial response" amounted to 
a total American Airlines contribution to 
the Nixon campaign of $75,000, of which 
$55,000 was in clearly illegal corporate funds. 

In short, American Airlines was so deter
mined to advance and protect its corporate 
interests that it consciously decided to vio
late the law in order to submit to Mr. Kalm
bach's intimidation. 

Here's how Mr. Spater himself put it: "Un
der existing laws, a large part of the money 
raised from the business community for po
litical purposes is given in fear of what could 
happen if it were not given." 

I cannot imagine a more severe indictment 
of our political fundraising process, unless 
it is the now familiar Vesco affair. That in
cident dramatized how an individual in ap
parent trouble with the SEC was solicited 
for a huge contribution, and how he gained 
access to one of the highest officials in the 
government to discuss his difficulties only 
two hours after delivering the contribution
all in $100 bills. 

And there is the ITT incident in which a 
huge contribution to help underwrite the 
GOP National Convention mysteriously co
incided with an anti-trust settlement be
tween ITT and the Justice Department-a 
settlement highly beneficial to I'IT. 

Then there is the Ashland Oil contribu
tion and who knows how many more sordid 
episodes. When they are all revealed, they 
will portray a story of government virtually 
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up for sale. They wlll make a mockery of our 
principles of free and open representative 
government. They will make us truly 
ashamed of what we have allowed to hap
pen to our political process, the most pre
cious of all of our national possessions. 

As a Democrat, I can take no comfort in 
these disclosures. My own party's record of 
political fund-raising-while never in the 
same league as the Nixon campaign of 
1972-has not always been as open and as 
forthright as I would like it to have been. 

The chief fault lies in the system itself
a system which forces candidates to rely on 
excessively large contributions if they hope 
to compete effectively in a modern presiden
tial campaign. 

This system, I am convinced, has a great 
deal to do with declining public confidence 
in government. People were asked in 1966 by 
the Harris Poll, "How often can you trust 
the government?" Two-thirds answered, 
"most of the time." Recently the question 
was asked again and less than half--only 45 
percent-said they could trust their govern
ment most of the time. 

The same poll indicated that only 27 per
cent of the people had "a great deal of con
fidence" in the executive branch of the gov
ernment-a drop from 41 percent in 1966. 

If we are to eliminate the corrosive in
:fluence of money on the political process and 
restore public trust in our government, we 
must fundamentally change the system by 
which we finance our campaigns-especially 
our presidential campaigns. The only way to 
do this effectively, in my judgment, is by 
severely limiting the amount any individual 
may contribute to a candidate while at the 
same time providing substantial public funds 
to help finance the campaigns. Neither of 
these steps by itself will be sufficient; any 
effective reform must embody them both. 

The costs of running campaigns in this 
country are rising so rapidly that this ques
tion cannot be put off any longer. It is esti
mated that last year candidates for all offices 
spent an estimated total of $400,000,000-an 
increase of one-third over four years before. 
In short, the cost of campaigning is rapidly 
outstripping the ability of most candidates 
to raise the necessary funds responsibly. 

The United States is one of the few west
ern democracies which provide absolutely no 
public assistance to candidates in its na
tional elections. As Watergate so vividly illus
trates, we cannot afford to postpone further 
this essential measure. 

And if this kind of legislation is not en
acted in the wake of Watergate, it may never 
be enacted. That is why Senator Schweiker 
and !-together with a bipartisan coalition 
of Senators-intend to push this matter 
vigorously in the next few months. 

John Gardner has called the way in which 
our campaigns are financed a "national dis
grace", and I agree with him. In our common 
effort to remove that disgrace, I am grateful 
to Mr. Gardner and Common Cause for their 
considerable help in preparing the legisla
tion which we are introducing today. 

It is not a perfect bill, and we are not 
irrevocably wedded to every detail in its pres
ent form. After circulating it widely, we will 
make whatever revisions are necessary to 
make it the most effective possible bill. 

We are committed, however, to the prin
ciples contained in this measure. And we be
lieve its basic concepts are sound. 

These, Mr. President, are the principal fea
tures of our bill: 

No individual is allowed to contribute more 
than $3,000 to any one candidate during an 
entire presidential campaign; 

Groups which aggregate or "pool" funds 
are limited to collecting individual contribu
tions o! $25 or less and may in turn con
tribute to any one candidate no more than 
$25,000; 

Cash contributions or tra-nsactions in ex
cess of $100 are bs.rred; 

The existing tax credit is doubled to make 
it one-half of any contribution up to $50 for 
an individual return and up to $100 for a 
joint return; The present tax deduction for 
contributions is also doubled; 

During the pre-nomination period, each 
individual contribution up to $100 will be 
matched by an equal amount from the Fed
eral Treasury; A candidate must raise 
$100,000 in matchable contributions in order 
to qualify for Federal matching funds; The 
matching funds will be available beginning 
14 mont hs before the date of the general 
election; There is an overall spending limit 
of $15 million during the pre-nomination 
period; Matching funds must be spent during 
the pre-nomination period and cannot be 
carried over to the general election period; 

The existing $1 check-off system is re
ta.ined and st rengthened for the general 
election; Each dollar checked off is matched 
by another dolla.r from the Federal Treasury, 
and the checkoff fund is made self-appro
priating; For tbe general election period 
there is a spending limit of $30 million, 
roughly two-thirds of which will come from 
the check-off fund and the balance from 
private contributions under $3,000; Unlike 
the present check-off law, there is no in
centive not to take advantage of the public 
funds; 

Stiff criminal penalties are provided for 
misuse of the public funds and other viola
tions of the act. 

I ask unan imous consent that a section
by-section explanation giving more details, 
together with the text of the bill, be re
printed at the conclusion of my remarks. 

If public financing legislation is to ac
complish its intended purpose, it is essen
tial that it apply to the presidential pri
mary period as well as the general election. 
If individuals and interests are permitted to 
contribute huge amounts early in the cam
paign, it makes no difference that they are 
prohibit ed from doing so later; the obliga
tions will have been incurred and the en
tire purpose of the reform will have been 
effectively undermined. 

And yet, the primary period is the most 
difficult part of the presidential election 
process for which to provide public financ
ing. We have concluded that the only way 
to treat all candidates fairly is by placing a 
premium on their ability to raise small con
tributions. The combination of the $3,000 
limitation on individual contributions and 
the availability of matching funds for con
tributions of $100 or less and under forces 
candidates, in effect, to seek as wide a base 
as possible in financing their campaigns. 
That, we believe, is what candidates should 
have to do in seeking nomination to the 
highest office in the land. Whatever ability 
they demonstrate in raising small funds from 
as many individuals as possible is rewarded 
in direct proportion to their success. 

Candidates, in short, will be going to the 
people instead of to the interests for their 
financial support. The impact this change 
will have not only on our political process 
but also on the executive branch of govern
ment will be enormous. 

For the general election period, we have re
tained and tried to strengthen the $1 check
off systems, which we believe is a sound and 
effective system which has not yet been 
given a fair chance to prove itself. Every 
dollar which is designated by an individual 
for the presidential campaign fund is match
ed by another dollar from the Treasury, cre
ating in effect a $2 check-off which will en
sure sufficient funds for the general election. 
These funds would provide approximately 
two-thirds of what a candidate would be 
permitted to spend, the balance to be raised 
in individual contributions of $3,000 and 
under. · 

Public financing of campaigns, I am con
vinced, is an idea whose time has finally ar-

rived. But it is by no means a. new idea. In a 
message to Congress in 1907-nearly 70 years 
ago--President Theodore Roosevelt proposed 
this reform, saying: 

"The need for collecting large campaign 
funds would varus~ if Congress provided 
an appropriation for the proper and legiti
mate expenses of each of the great national 
parties, an appropriation ample enough to 
meet the necessity for thorough organization 
and machinery, which requires a large ex
pendit ure of money. Then the stipulation 
should be made that no party receiving cam
paign funds from the Treasury should accept 

· more than a fixed amount from any individ
ual subscriber or donor; and the necessary 
publicity for receipts and expenditures could 
without difficulty be provided." 

Public financing of campaigns is the most 
fundamental and important reform we can 
adopt in this decade. At stake is nothing less 
than the integrity of our political system and 
the kind and quality of government we are 
going to have in this country. 

This is not a very complex issue. It can be 
reduced to one basic question: To whom do 
we want the President of the United States 
indebted after his election-powerful eco
nomic interests capable of buying influence 
with huge contributions, or the American 
people? 

Nor is it a partisan or ideological issue. 
It is designed to benefit neither Republicans 
nor Democrats . . . neither liberals nor con
servatives. Rather, it is designed to benefit 
our system of government and, through it, 
the American people, by ensuring that the 
President of the United States is responsible 
to them-and to them only. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield at that 
point? 

Mr. HART. I yield. 
Mr. BIDEN. I do not think we can 

stress too strong the need to act now on 
this matter, for a very practical reason. 
I do not know of any Member of this 
body, even those who oppose public fi
nancing right now, who really would not 
prefer some sort of public financing, 
but they feel that somehow, as has been 
confided to me by some Senators and 
mentioned flat out in the press by others, 
the public is not ready for this, that the 
public will think we are somehow raid
ing the till, that it is a raid on the Treas
ury, that we are feathering our own nests, 
or whatever it happens to be. 

I think, to put it very candidly, that 
while the public is very upset about the 
obvious improprieties that took place in 
the last election, and while it is fresh in 
their minds, something drastic has to be 
done. I think that maybe now is the time, 
and perhaps the only time in the near 
future, when we will be able to convince 
the majority of our colleagues that it is 
not a political risk to go along with some 
form of public financing, but just to the 
contrary that it will inure to their polit
ical benefit to support some form of pub
lic financing. 

Some Senators want to go farther 
than others in regard to public financ
ing, but I think it is essential that the 
Senate act this session on that question, 
because of the public sentiment which 
has been aroused. I am afraid if we wait, 
it might be another 10 years or, God for
bid, another Watergate would occur, be
fore we could get to the question again. 

Mr. HART. I hope we can act this ses
sion. I share the concerns of the Senator 
from Delaware. I think we can convince 



July 25, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 25981 
the public that it is the best growth stock 
investment it can possibly make in the 
interests of its own freedom. 

But I want to make clear that the 
product we finally present here should 
have as few imperfections as a good 
set of hearings could identify. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one of those long ques
tions that we have a habit of asking each 
other on the Senate floor? 

Mr. HART. I yield. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to join my colleagues this after
noon in discussing a question that goes 
to the heart of the American political 
process: campaign reform. For months, 
our newspapers, our television reports, 
and our daily conversations have been 
filled with discussions of the possibilities 
for corruption in the campaign financ
ing process. We have been confronted 
again with the painful evidence that 
money is much too important a factor in 
politics. 

And the conclusion I have reached 
from this evidence, Mr. President, is that 
the pernicious influence of money in poli
tics can only be removed by adopting 
public financing of all campaigns. 

Before I expand on my own thoughts, 
I would like to express my appreciation 
to the Senator from California, the Sen
ator from Michigan, the Senator from 
Tilinois, and others who have taken the 
initiative to bring this question of public 
financing to the Senate floor this after
noon. Their commitment to this issue is 
to be commended. 

It is appropriate, Mr. President, that 
our discussion of public financing today 
takes place at the beginning of Senate 
consideration of S. 372, a bill that makes 
important campaign reforms. By amend
ing the communications laws, this bill 
will make available to major candidates 
for Federal offices free television time, 
thereby providing the American people 
additional opportunities to decide for 
whom they will vote. By limiting cam
paign expenditures, the bill would pro
hibit exorbitant spending beyond what is 
necessary to bring the candidate's views 
to the voters. By limiting the amounts of 
direct campaign contributions, the bill 
would hopefully go far toward prevent
ing the worst fundraising abuses. And 
by establishing the Federal Election 
Commission, the bill would create a 
mechanism for more efficiently enforcing 
Federal election laws, including those 
requiring disclosure of campaign spend
ing and contributions. 

During the next few days, the Senate 
will have the opportunity to pass judg
ment on the details of S. 372-and hope
fully to improve it. 

I have some misgivings about the wis
dom of considering this legislation on 
the Senate floor at this time, for two 
reasons. First of all, the Ervin commit
tee was charged with the mandate, 
among others, of recommending meas
ures to reform our campaign practices, 
including campaign financing. That 
committee is in the midst of its work. As 
it proceeds, hopefully the public will focus 
even more sharply upon the need for 
thorough campaign reform. But I am not 
sure that at this point in the Watergate 

hearings public concern has yet focused 
on this issue to the point where it has 
generated maximum support for the best 
reforms of which this body is capable. 
So I have some misgivings about the 
timing. 

Second, I am fearful, in the absence 
of necessary support for public financing 
at this moment, that we may content 
ourselves with lesser reforms which, 
however commendable, may not be suffi
cient in the long run. In common with 
the Senator from Minnesota, I believe 
that private funding of elections is cor
ruptible beyond the possibility of com
plete reform. 

We must also adopt, in some form, a 
mechanism which S. 372 does not in
clude: public campaign financing. Thus, 
I am worried that the Senate may pass a 
campaign reform bill that is less thor
ough than it should be. 

But with this exercise having begun on 
the Senate floor, I think we should make 
the most of it. So I am gratified that we 
should be discussing public financing. 

To put this discussion in perspective, I 
would like to refer to my own experience. 
I ran for Governor of my State in 1954, 
at a time when there was no Demo
cratic Party in Maine, at a time when 
there was almost no possibility of raising 
money for such a venture. I recall that in 
that year the Maine Democratic Party 
supported candidates in five major 
races-the governorship, the U.S. Senate, 
and three congressional races. We fi 4 

nanced all five campaigns for a total of 
$18,000. That included television. That 
included newspaper advertising. That in
cluded getting out the vote. That in
cluded all the elements of a modern 
campaign. 

We elected the Governor. We ran good 
races for the other offices. We built the 
base for later victories by our party in 
the State. And we did it all for $18,000. 

The last time I ran for the Senate, in 
1970, for my race alone, we spent almost 
eight times that amount. 

Campaign costs have grown and grown 
and grown. The days are gone when a 
candidate can present himself in person 
to most of the voters who will choose be
tween him and his opponent. The mecha
nisms which have been developed to 
bridge this communication gap-to pre
sent the candidate to the bulk of the 
voters who cannot know him personally
all cost money. And money spent for this 
purpose is not wasted, since it is spent 
to allow Americans to make a better 
choice on election day-through leaflets 
passed out on the streets, through grass
roots organization, through the trans
portation of the candidate to voters in 
their hometowns, and through the prep
aration and purchase of advertisements 
in the media. 

The problem, Mr. President, is not just 
that money is needed. The worst abuses 
arise in the process of collecting that 
money. 

In my political experience, I cannot 
recall that I was ever asked to give a quid 
pro quo for a campaign contribution. I 
can say that in all honesty. No one ever 
came to me and said, "Senator, in re
turn for your support on such and such 
a proposition, we will contribute." And I 

doubt that contributors approach other 
public figures asking for a quid pro quo. 
But the absence of such instances by no 
means demonstrates that our political 
financing system is not corrupt. 

Big contributions from individuals and 
political groups to these campaigns lead 
inevitably to questions of private versus 
public interest. A surprising number of 
those contributors are not looking for 
anything in return for their gifts, but the 
economic stakes of public policy are 
high enough to raise clouds of suspicion. 
We do not have to unearth venal ar
rangements-the actual quid pro quo-
to uncover the real dangers in campaign 
finance. Those who have stakes in public 
policy choose to give financial support to 
candidates whose known philosophies 
and voting records reflect the contribu
tors views. 

This financial support can influence 
the ability of candidates to mount effec
tive campaigns. When the candidate they 
support is successful, he represents his 
contributors' views in public policy deci
sions-not because he was asked to do 
so, but because he honestly agrees with 
their views. Thus, the effect is that those 
with wealth to contribute may have dis
proportionate representation in the coun
cils of government. 

Or, as the Senator from Michigan has 
pointed out, contributors buy access to 
a Senator, a Governor, or a Congress
man, taking away his time from con
sideration of other issues with which he 
should be concerned. 

Money is a factor, too, in the decisions 
of candidates about how they will spend 
their campaign time: Fundraising activ
ities distract the candidate from his most 
important goal of presenting his views 
to the public. 

And regardless of whether a contribu
tor has any influence at all the public is 
presented with the appearance of cor
ruptibility. Thankfully, we ultimately 
enacted campaign disclosure laws. One 
result has been, however, to intensify 
the perception of the public that people 
with money are buying us. The disclosure 
laws have heightened public cynicism. 

To remove the influence of money, and 
the appearance of corruption, it is not 
enough merely to restrict the amount 
which individuals or groups can give 
directly to candidates to $5,000 for each 
congressional primary and general elec
tion or to $15,000 for each Presidential 
primary and general election, as S. 372 
does; or even to some lower figures. 

For candidates would still need cam
paign funds to bring their case before 
the public. Imposing contribution limits 
at levels which would permit adequate 
campaign financing would still preserve 
the unfair influence of contributing in
dividuals and groups upon public policy. 
Only public campaign financing can 
have the result of creating public con
fidence in the public that our system is 
responsive to them, that it is honest, and 
that those elected to public office are men 
of integrity. 

The fact is that the reforms ins. 372 
do not have that result, as commendable 
as that bill or amendments to it may be. 

Congress has already made a step to
ward public financing in creating the 
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dollar checkoff, which gives Presidential 
candidates, once they have won the 
nomination of their party, the option of 
accepting public funds or relying on pri
vate contributions. But the dollar check
off has not yet proved to be a success, 
and we have only hopes that it will help 
reform campaign financing in the next 
Presidential election. More comprehen
sive--and effective-public financing 
measures are needed. 

Mr. President, I hope that our forth
coming consideration of S. 372 will pro
duce legislation that will contribute to 
campaign reform. But I also hope that 
Congress will not put aside the question 
of campaign reform until it has enacted 
a workable system of public financing to 
truly remove the influence of money 
from politics. 

So I commend the Senator from Cali
fornia and the Senator from Michigan 
for indulging me in this colloquy on 
public financing. I join them in the ex
pectation that it will lead to serious con
sideration in committee of public financ
"ing proposals-including the thoughtful 
ones already proposed-from which we 
can develop sound, thorough, public fi
nancing legislation. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, let me 
say to the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan that he may have lost the 
thread of my questioning, but perhaps 
not the development of my argument. I 
thank the Senator for his patience. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, all of us are 
grateful for the comments made by the 
Senator from Maine, who speaks from 
a very deep experience. I doubt whether 
anyone in Maine views any vote he casts 
as a reaction or a response to any con
tribution he ever received. I doubt that 
could be said of many of us. I am sure 
that there are people in Michigan, gen
erally those who think that every one 
of my votes is dead wrong, who believe 
that they are in response to the money 
I have been given. Each of us likes to 
think that is not true, but if so much as 
only one person in Michigan believes that 
of me, the strength of our society is 
weakened. 

As the Senator says, it is the appear
ance which we must overcome, and public 
financing will move us in that direction. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I 
want to be associated with words of the 
Senator from Maine, and I wish also to 
commend the Senator from California 
and the Senator from Michigan for tak
ing this initiative. The Senator from 
Michigan was the first Member of this 
body to introduce public financing re
form legislation in this session. Since 
then, he has been followed by others, in
cluding the Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
MATHIAS) and myself. 

He recognizes, as do we all, that at 
this late date, money is a curse upon 
our politics, and money is a curse upon 
our country. By money, I mean big cam~ 
paign contributions. It diminishes us all. 
It diminishes the offices we hold. It di
minishes the public's trust. 

The subject has been taken up in the 
Senate majority caucus, and · in that 
caucus we unanimously supported the 

principle of public financing of cam
paigns. By so doing, we recognized that 
money, the big contribution, is the most 
corrupting influence in our politics, that 
there is only one way to eliminate that 
corruption in our politics, and that is QY 
providing for an alternative source of 
financing of our campaigns, public fi-
nancing. . 

Mr. President, some might contend 
that this colloquy on public financing 
comes too soon because hearings on pub
lic financing have yet to be held in the 
93d Congress, and no public financing bill 
is yet before this body. 

But this colloquy comes too late
many payoffs too late, many campaign 
solicitations too late, many tax evasions 
too late, many millions of disillusioned 
Americans too late. 

Those who support the principle of 
public financing-as a majority of the 
Members of this body do-may differ 
about one or another detail of the pub
lic financing system. But we can all agree 
that big money is endemic in our politics, 
that we are all worse off because ~ it, 
that it is past time to get the big money 
out, and that the only way to do so is 
by adopting a public financing system at 
the earliest possible date. 

I share the sense of urgency expressed 
by my colleagues here this evening, but 
realism compels me to state that the floor 
is not the place to write a public financ
ing bill, at least until the appropriate 
committees have had a reasonable op
portunity to act on the question. 

At the moment, the central issue facing 
the proponents of public financing is a 
procedural one: How best can we assure 
that the appropriate committees and the 
full Senate will have the opportunity to 
legislate on the public financing ques
tion during this session of Congress? I 
would hope that we could agree on a pro
cedure under which orderly consideration 
of public financing and all the issues in
tertwined with public ij.nancing-includ
ing especially limits on individual con
tributions and candidate expenditures-
could take place this year. In the mean
time Congress could act on equal time re
peal, the establishment of the Federal 
Elections Commission, increased penal
ties for violations of existing law, and 
perhaps other less controversial, less 
complex questions. 

Mr. President, with less than 8 full 
working days left before the recess, we 
are teetering on the brink of a morass. 
More than 40 complicated amendments 
to a very complicated bill have already 
been submitted. More are in preparation. 
Further expansion of the scope of the 
debate on S. 372 could push us over the 
brink. We could find, after days of fren
zied activity, that we end up with noth
ing or something unworkable. 

I believe--and I have heard others 
make similar suggestions this evening-
that we ought to try to set a deadline for 
consideration of comprehensive cam
paign finance reform, including limits on 
expenditures, limits on campaign con
tributions, and public financing by_ some 
point early in the fa]J, some point early 
enough to give us then a better chance 

than I suspect we have now to adopt in 
this session comprehensive reforms of 
our campaign financing. 

Mr. HART. I thank the Senator from 
Illinois. 

I note that in a sense we have had per
haps conflicting expressions of concern: 
One, that the full effect of Watergate 
has yet to be had, and that since we 
commissioned the Ervin committee to 
make recommendations, we might be well 
advised to delay .until we get those 
recommendations. Two, we have the con
cern just voiced by the Senator from 
Illinois and the Senator from Delaware 
that we attempt to fix the end of this 
session of Congress as the time to reach 
for and write public financing. 

I think each concem is properly voiced 
here. It will alert all of us to attempt to 
resolve what may or may not be a con
flict and, hopefully, to take the more 
prudent of those two paths. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HART. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I am 

offering this statement on behalf of my
self and six of my Democratic freshman 
colleagues. Each of us has just expe
rienced the manner in which our existing 
electoral system works. We faced that 
experience as nonincumbents, and we 
emerged from that experience with the 
deep belief that substantial improve
ments in the present system are needed. 

As with any other group of seven Sena
tors from as many different States, we 
do not share identical views on either 
the bill before us today or on the matter 
of more comprehensive reform of our 
electoral system. We do, however, share 
one fundamental viewPoint: We believe 
that the time has come for a considera
tion of the manner in which we have 
been financing Presidential and congres
sional elections in the past and the ap
propriate role, if any, of public financing 
in the future of the electoral process. 

Mr. President, we recognize that there 
are serious problems inherent in any sys
tem of financing elections. Public financ
ing, suggested by some as a solution for 
our financing troubles, raises questions 
as to its effect on parties, on little-known 
and nonparty candidates, on major in
terest groups, on the primary process, 
and on the Federal Treasury. 

But, if anything is clear from the re
cent history of American political life, 
it is that our present system of financing 
elections has significant problems of its 
own. That system has fostered a wide
spread belief that politicians are for sale 
to the highest bidder. It has forced many 
candidates to spend inordinate amounts 
of time and effort organizing political 
fundraising campaigns. It has driven 
scores of good men away from the polit
ical system. And it has placed the good 
men who remain in a position of guar
anteed discomfort every time legislation 
affecting their financial backers comes 
before Congress. 

Mr. Presi.dent, the point we seek to 
make is this: The time has arrived for a 
thorough examination of the financing 
of Presidential and congressional elec-
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tions and the alternatives reasonably 
available to us. While we may differ both 
on the role and extent of public financ
ing in that electoral process, we feel 
strongly and unanimously that Congress 
must consider carefully and soon the 
possible role of Federal funds as one al
ternative in the financing of these 
elections 

The very fact that we are here today 
considering important campaign reform 
legislation indicates that this body, and 
the very able members of the Rules and 
Commerce Committees, fully recognize 
the urgency of a reexamination of our 
present methods of financing Federal 

. elections. We are confident that the leg
islation we debate today will form a basis 
for further consideration of the crucially 
important question of how Presidential 
and congressional elections should be 
financed. 

For the record, Mr. President, I should 
like to state that Senators ABOUREZK, 
BIDEN, CLARK, HATHAWAY, HASKELL, and 
HuDDLESTON join me in offering this 
statement. 

I might add one further point, as a 
personal feeling, not on behalf of these 
six Senators. 

I submit that any Federal financing 
plan ought to satisfy at least four basic 
factors . 
. First, it should reduce or eliminate, if 
possible, the influence of money on 
elected officials. 

Second, it should restore the confi
dence which is so lacking-lacking even 
before Watergate, but certainly after 
Watergate. 

Third, it should be neutral in its effect 
toward parties, philosophies, and 
candidates. 

Fourth, it should preserve the ability 
of the new face, as the Senator from 
Maine, as the Senator from Louisiana, 
the unorganized candidate, the inde
pendent candidate, to get out, within 
the system, and put it together and get 
elected. 

I suspect that the third and fourth al
ternatives I refer to are going to be the 
most difficult to achieve-to remain neu
tral on candidates, parties, and philoso
phies, and still inject Federal funds into 
the campaign. 

I know that in my particular State, 
where the Republican Party has 2% per
cent of the registered voters, it would be 
very difficult to· figure a way to get Fed
eral funds into the candidates' hands in 
a general election without being non
neutral toward that election. If you said 
it is based on the number of registered 
voters, it certainly would not be fair to 
the Republicans. If you said it is on a 
50-50 basis, it would not be fair to the 
Democrats. If you said it is based on the 
signatures you get on a petition, it is not 
fair to the unorganized candidates. 

I am afraid particularly that whatever 
we do is going to be interpreted as favor
ing the incumbent, and perhaps the best 
thing that can happen to incumbents is 
to severely limit political money to 
shorten political campaigns and to make 
them as sterile as we can. 

We are already in office. We do not 
have to get out there and do as the Sen-

ator from Maine did and what I did, and 
that is to put it together piece by piece, 
organization by organization, and per
son by person. So I hope that as we study 
this very difficult and most challenging 
problem for the political process in this 
Nation that we can satisfy all four of 
these goals to get money out of politics, 
but to be neutral. 

I thank the Senator from Michigan for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. HART. I am grateful to the Sen
ator from Louisiana and those associated 
with him who recently have been 
through intense campaigns in many 
cases. I am almost unhappy that he con
cluded with the recital of the basic ob
jectives we have tried to retain in this 
reform, because they are difficult to 
achieve; but it is well that he puts us on 
notice early so we understand the need 
for committee analysis, and for a prudent 
and prompt response. It is of overriding 
importance that we do what we are pro
posing and that we do it right. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, would 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. HART. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. The thrust of my 

statement was intended to be the need 
for reform and not the overriding ob
jectives. I hope the Senator takes it in 
that light. 

Mr. HART. Indeed, yes. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. HART. I yield. 
Mr. BIDEN. I am glad that my fresh

man colleague, along with myself, raised 
an issue that I think we do not hear 
enough in this Chamber, and that is the 
political situation of incumbents. 

Everyone agrees that one of the things 
we are trying to achieve here is to regain 
the confidence of the American people. 
One sure way to lose that confidence of 
the American people and lend further 
fuel to the fire that we are only after 
our own self-interest, is not to make 
some specific reference to the fact that 
as incumbents we need less money than 
challengers. 

I am sure the Senator from Maine 
looks back to 1954 remembering how hard 
it was to get that money. This time 
around they say, "Lots of luck. Come 
back when you are 40. Maybe we can help 
you out." 

I hope that what we do restores the 
confidence of the American people. No 
one is implying that our colleagues are 
bought off. I hope we put into whatever 
form that we work out a recognition of 
this fact. I see no way to do it unless we 
either allow more money for the chal
lenger, which I think would be fair, or 
some degree thereof, or that we give him 
or her the privilege of the frank, or tele
vision or radio time. If we do not I think 
we would be hypocritical. 

Mr. President, 60 years ago Justice 
Brandeis wrot-e: 

Publicity is justly commended as a remedy 
for social and industrial disease. Sunlight is 
said to be the best disinfectant and electrical 
light the most efficient policeman. 

If Mr. Justice Brandeis were alive, I 
am certain he would give his judicial 
blessing to our move today in the direc-

tion of placing the full glare of publicity 
upon the campaign-financing structure 
of American politics. 

Being a lawyer myself and one not un
acquainted with Mr. Justice Brandeis' 
views, I would be willing to suggest that 
he would support a concept of public fi
nancing of election campaigns fQr Fed
eral office. Certainly, I do. 

I cannot match, of course, my col
leagues here in this Senate Chamber in 
terms of wisdom distilled from years of 
experience. But I have run more recently 
than anyone else in the Senate in a local 
election-that for New Castle County, 
Del., councilman in 1970. I have most re
cently been a candidate for the Senate 
seat. 

And I am brought to a conclusion that 
the existing system of campaign financ
ing contains within itself a time bomb 
that ticks for all of us, regardless of po
litical affiliation, regardless of whether 
each of us has served less than 1 year 
in the Senate-as I have-or 30 years, as 
some of my colleagues have. 

The existing system of campaign fi
nancing ensnares Democrats and Re
publicans, "conservatives" and "liberals," 
organizational men and reformers, in a 
tightening web of conflicting interests 
and claims. 

This is my conclusion based on my ex
perience-the only experience I can lay 
claim to. I am inclining to a view. that, 
in politics, private money is funny 
money-at least in large amounts. Fur
thermore, I am inclining to a view that 
the cases of wrongdoing that come to 
light from time to time in the aftermath 
pf elections may not oe asc1ibed to the 
inevitable "bad apple" or two or three. It 
may be that there are many more bad 
apples than that-or, perhaps, even the 
balTel itself is rotting. . 

Mr. Ptesident, I hasten to add that I 
imply no disrespect to anyone when· I 
say these things. 

I want to compliment Senators CAN
NON and PASTORE, both doughty warriors 
in this cause of flushing out the existing 
system. Their handiwork, which is before 
us today, is particularly commendable if 
only because it relates to a sector of 
political life wherein there are enormous 
pressures to do nothing. 

Therefore, I hope I have made it clear 
that it is with no disrespect that I speak 
in favor of changing course-a change 
that may more swiftly lead to the mutu
ally shared goal of all of us-competitive, 
open elections wherein merit, not wealth, 
dominates. 

In furtherance of this objective, I sup
port the concept of public financing of 
primary and general election campaigns 
for Federal office. 

Why do I support public financing? 
The answer lies not in our stars but 

in our statistics. 
In reviewing the history of Federal 

election campaigns in modern times, I 
am impressed by several factors. 

First. No candidate has ever been pros
ecuted for violation of the 1925 Corrupt 
Practices Act, predecessor of the Federal 
Campaign Election Act of 1971. 

Second. No more than 20 corporations 
and a couple of trade unions have ever 
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been prosecuted for violating prohibitions 
contained in this act. 

Third. Total costs of all political cam
paigns in 1972 apparently exceeded $400 
million, a 25 percent increase from the 
1968 elections. 

Fourth. The National Committee for an 
Effective Congress suggests that more 
than half of political spending goes un
reported and that the expenditure per 
voter in a Presidential campaign has 
doubled in 12 years to more than 60 
cents. 

Fifth. Not unrelated, incumbents since 
1954 have won 9 of 10 races in the House 
and 4 of 5 races in the Senate, according 
to the Twentieth Century Fund-in 1972, 
I am pleased to report to myself I was 
in that fifth race in which a nonincum
bent won a Senate seat. 

I am pleased I won-so are my cam
paign contributors, but I do think there 
is a condition in politics which is best 
described as a "tyranny of the incum
bency!' Without disrespect to incum
bents, it is difflcult for a challenger to 
get a fair-shake, as the statistics I have 
just offered suggest. 

I am now an incumbent myself. Never
theless, I do not believe the old ways of 
campaign financing are sumcient. In fact, 
they are deficient. The time has come for 
all good men of both major parties to 
come to the aid of the system by chang
ing it. 

These are sober times. Here in this 
building--on thi:; very 1loor-there is un
folding a disastrous chapter in the his
tory of American campaigns. There is 
reason to think that shoddy men, with 
access to great gobs of unreported money, 
have savaged our political system. Water
gate, like Pearl Harbor, is a name that 
will go down in history as an event of 
infamy. 

I share with Americans a rising sense 
of dismay about the abuses in the elec
toral process. The unhappy events of the 
1972 Presidential campaign reinforces 
this dismay. 

The outrageous cost of getting elected 
to public omce-that is, the in1luence of 
money in politics-has been commented 
on by Republican and Democratic Pres
idents alike-General Eisenhower, John 
Kennedy, and Lyndon Johnson, among 
others. 

The 1984 of Presidential elections will 
come about when there are no candidates 
available who can each raise the trillion 
dollars to finance the campaigns. 

Even now, the rising cost of running 
for omce is disqualifying many other
wise well-qualified persons, who cannot 
or are unwilling to rely heavily upon 
large contributors. 

This is an unhealthy condition and, 
consequently, the American electoral sys
tem suffers-the American voters suffer. 

Fortunately, the accumulation of 
campaign financing indiscretions-or 
worse-have jarred us. American voters 
now realize the scandalous grip money 
holds over the outcome of elections. And 
their distrust is not being directed at Re
publicans-whose party organization, in 
fact, is not involved in the Watergate 
affair-or at Democrats. 

The dangerous clue, that I discover in 
my travels within and without my State 
of Delaware, is that the Watergate is 

breeding distrust, even disgust, at both 
political parties and all politicians. 

As a result, we politicians are in deep 
trouble both in Washington and in the 
"river cities" of America. The political 
system is in trouble because, as someone 
has said for us, democracy is less a form 
of government than a system that assures 
we shall be governed no better than we 
deserve. 

The hazard is not necessarily that the 
voters will rise and vote us all out of of
fice within the next few years. A clear 
and present danger is that the voters 
may turn away from the ballot box
after all the 1972 Presidential voter turn
out, percentagewise, was the lowest in 
this century. 

The real danger, then, is that the dis
mayed American voter may act like Mark 
Twain's cat which sat down on a hot 
stove lid-the cat never will sit on a hot 
stove lid again, but also the cat will never 
sit down again. 

The winds of change are already blow
ing through the Congress. Various steps 
have been taken within the last couple 
of years in both the Senate and the 
House to open the legislative process it
self to public scrutiny. 

But these improvements in my judg
ment are largely quarantined by the 
scandalous grip of money on politics. 

The rapid increase in the cost of cam
paigning is the most important element 
in degrading both our politics and our 
politicians. 

The high cost of running, places even 
the most innocent candidate in the po
sition of being in the pocket of such con
tributors-or assumed to be by the con
tributor, and more importantly by the 
public. 

Slowly I have become convinced that 
efforts to place ceilings on overall cam
paign expenditures, to prohibit certain 
groups from contributing funds, to re
strict the size of campaign contribu
tions-these and other devices, however 
well-intentioned and well-designed, are 
not fully effective. 

Disclosure and ceilings have merit, but 
the ingenmty of political operators out
ranks that of an Einstein in finding ways 
of funneling private funds of undis
closed, if not dubious origins, into cam
paign coffers. 

Public subsidy would allow candi
dates - incumbents and challengers 
alike-to compete more on the basis of 
merit than on the size of the pocket
book-free from potentially corroding 
dependence on personal or familY fortune 
or the gifts of special interest backers
be they those of business, organized labor 
or conservative or liberal interests. 

Public subsidy has an honorable 
ancestry. 

Theodore Roosevelt proposed this ap
proach in an effort to insulate politic 
parties from the influence of wealthy 
contributors and to permit candidates of 
modest means to seek elective office and 
to assure that opposing candidates and 
their parties will have more respectable 
resources. 

In 1967, the Committee on Finance re
ported out a subsidy plan as title II of the 
Honest Elections Act, H.R. 4890, although 
the bill was never discussed on the ftoor. 

As you know, Mr. President, we now 

have in law a provision authorizing a 
taxpayer to assign $1 of his Federal in
dividual income tax obligation to the 
1976 Presidential campaign fund. 

The point I am making is that the 
concept of public subsidy is not a star
tling new one. It has been discussed here 
in the Senate. The tax checkoff provision 
is now law. I hope that we can now dis
cuss the possibility of taking larger steps. 

Public subsidy is not without prob
lems, of course. Previous provisions, such 
as that in the Honest Elections Act, did 
not treat minor parties fairly. 

And, if a public subsidy statute is en
acted that barred the use of private funds 
in campaigns, then there should be a pro- . 
vision to accommodate future minor par
ties that may develop. 

But these problems surely could be 
resolved. 

The issue remains that of money in 
politics, if money by itself does not win 
elections, absence of money guarantees 
defeat. 

Senator HART's pending bill addresses 
itself commendably to this problem, al
though I plan to offer a differently tai
lored bill before the hearings that Sen
ator CANNON has so graciously consented 
to have later this year on the concept of 
public financing. 

In my judgment, the ideal public sub
sidy program would combine public sub
sidy as the only source of campaign fi
nancing-combined with subsidized radio 
and television time. 

The solution may appear stiff, but the 
penalty, in the form of further erosion 
of voter confidence in the electoral sys
tem, is stiffer. 

I suggest an additional benefit may 
accrue from adoption of public-subsidy 
campaign financing. I believe it would 
hasten the day when we in the Congress 
enact tax reform for the American peo
ple. Revision of the Federal Tax Code as 
to make it fairer is made more difficult, 
in my opinion, because those wealthy 
who benefit by existing tax shelters also 
make large campaign contributions. 

I realize there are going to be anum
ber of difficult problems which will have 
to be resolved if we go the public financ
ing route: 

First, how does one qualify as a con
tender; second, when is one a "serious 
candidate"; third, what proportion of 
public funds should go into primaries; 
and, fourth, a number of other compli
cated questions which should first be 
answered. 

But I submit that it is a good deal 
easier to resolve these cumbersome and 
complicated issues than it is to try to 
legislate morality into the existing sys
tem whereby we, as elected public offi
cials, are required to seek our funds 
from private sources. 

In my opinion, almost implicit in such 
a system is an element of corruption, and 
very few of us want to appear in the 
second editions of "Profiles in Courage." 
Very few of us, I believe, want to be put 
in the position where, although we know 
if we take particular positions during a 
campaign on a particular issue, it will 
mean a campaign contribution for us, 
some of us, at least me, would be tempted 
to say, "Yes, I'll support SST." 

Would I have supported the SST had 
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I been in Congress last time around, if 
I knew that that organization, which had 
asked me the question, is giving $5,000 
to those whom they endorse? I am not 
particularly stupid, and it is fairly easy 
for us to determine what answers the 
people asking us the questions want to 
hear. 

I am not suggesting that anyone in the 
Senate now, or running for the Presi
dency, is taking any money under the 
table, or is being told: 

we will give you money if you will change 
your position, or we will support your cam
paign if you take such and such a position. 

But there is temptation for a candidate 
who sees he or she is a point behind in 
the polls of realizing a lifetime ambition 
of being a U.S. Senator or Congressman, 
or President-it is difficult to ask of a 
man or woman in that position to not be 
at least considering prostituting their 
intellect, at least. 

And I think, as long as we have the 
major portion-or quite possibly any 
portion-of our campaign funding for 
Federal offices coming from the private 
sector, we are not going to be able to get 
at that particular problem. And until we 
get at that particular problem, in my 
opinion, we are not going to be able to 
restore the faith and confidence of the 
American people in their public institu
tions and in their elected public officials. 
We are not going to do that until we have 
men and women in public office who are 
totally unfettered, or, at least, the Amer
ican people have an impression of their 
elected officials being significantly un
fettered by particular interest groups. 

And I do not mean to imply that any
one here is in that position, necessarily. 
I am just saying the temptation is very 
great. 

My wife, who was less of a politician 
than I, used to have an expression she 
used. She said: 

You should not burden your elected public 
officials with too much responsibility. 

I think she is a true Jeffersonian. 
I happen to agree with her. I think 

that when we ask men and women to go 
out and raise the hundreds of thousands 
of dollars that is necessary to run for 
public office in this Nation, we are put
ting them in a position of being exposed 
to great temptation. Not personal fi
nancial gain, but great temptation to 
maybe not say what they think all the 
time, maybe not take the positions they 
support all the time, and maybe I feel 
this way because I am weaker than most 
of the Senators here, maybe I felt that 
pressw·e because I do not have the 
strength of character that many of the 
men had who have gone before me. 

All I know is that I have felt that 
pressure, and I am one young fellow at 
30 years of age who may not only be the 
youngest Senator but the youngest 1-
term Senatgr here. But the fact remains 
I know I have felt it, and I think that it 
is in the public interest to see to it that 
we who are running for public office can 
get about the business of telling the peo
ple what we think and not have to worry 
that if we take a position that is in op
position to any major interest group, 
whether it be labor or big business, that 

we are going to have campaign funds cut 
off that we need to get our case before 
the public. 

I think if there is nothing else that I 
am able to do in one term-if there is 
nothing else I do to make some little im
pact on moving us toward the public fi
nancing of elections, I would consider my 
service in the Senate a success. 

My constituents probably would not 
feel as I do-and maybe my colleagues 
would not either-but I would feel it is 
that important. I think it is the single 
most important issue to come before this 
body in a long, long time. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I support 
public subsidy but I discredit no other 
method. 

I simply assert my judgment as an in
dividual Senator that adoption of public 
subsidy is the swiftest and surest way to 
purge our election system of the corrup
tion that, whatever the safeguards, 
money inevitably brings. 

In an essay of Thomas Carlyle is found 
a statement: 

"Our grand business is not to see what lies 
dimly in the dist ance but to do what clearly 
lies at hand." 

It is the grand business of all good 
men and women, Republicans and Demo
crats alike, to .come to the aid of their 
party. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HART. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. I am glad the Senator has 

raised this subject and made this col
loquy available for the REcORD. 

The Senator, of course, is wen · aware 
of the fact that the senior Senator from 
Louisiana took an interest in this matter 
many years ago. It seems many years 
now. I know that the Senator from 
Louisiana is one of those who suffered 
many wounds during this struggle that 
went on down through the years. 

As I recall, in 1965 or 1966 the Senator 
from Louisiana introduced an amend
ment to a revenue measure that would 
have provided for the checkoff system to 
furnish campaign financing for the Pres
idential campaign. We ran into rather 
severe opposition, as matters went along. 
The following year, Congress suspended 
or made inoperative that proposal. We 
had a long fight and this Senator was 
unwilling to yield. We had seven votes 
on the proposal. First one side would win 
and then the other side would win. We 
took turns winning, depending on who 
had the most troops in town. The issue 
was closely defeated. 

Subsequent to that President Johnson 
took the leadership in trying to bring 
some of us together, particularly Demo
crats, and we conducted hearings and 
worked out a bill which we reported from 
the Committee on Finance, that did 
more than just seek to finance the Presi
dential campaign. 

If Senators would like to see how they 
could finance congressional elections 
they would see in that bill and com
mittee report what would be made avail
able in each State depending on the 
number of people in the State and vari
ous other factors that could be con
sidered. That measure was not enacted 
but it did make clear one or two points 

which I am sure will be before the com
mittee. One point which became clear is 
that it is that in a general election there 
is no choice but to make available an 
equal amount of money to each of the 
major party candidates. Any procedure 
other than that cannot be justified. The 
more one studies it the more one sees 
how it would work. 

The Senator from Delaware suggested 
providing more money for the challenger 
than for the incumbent. The fact is that 
under the existing system the incumbent 
is usually better financed than the chal
lenger, in any event, so that when an 
equal amount of funds is provided gen
erally the challenger is given more help 
than he would ordinarily have available 
in trying to unseat an incumbent. 

However, it does free both candidates 
from the need of going hat in hand to 
seek contributions, and in doing that it 
tends to protect the confidence of the 
public in the victor, and it tends to re
duce the pressw·e to respond to the en
treaties that are made to electe .. : officials 
by those who contribute to the cam
paigns. 

I am convinced at the moment that the 
best we can do is to improve on the check
off system we have enacted. If we try to 
do that and make it work in the next 
Presidential election, I am satisfied that 
the public will approve of it and under
stand it. In addition, it will serve as a 
minimum action at best for extending 
the same principle into the primary that 
leads up to the general election. If that 
is accepted, it may very well create a 
public acceptance of the idea and result 
in public financing of senatorial and con
gressional campaigns. I doubt very much 
the public would understand it at this 
point. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I state for 
the REcoRD that it was the senior Sena
tor from Louisiana who years ago gave 
leadership, perhaps more than any of us 
is aware, in this matter. 

Even though he cannot foresee as 
prompt a turn to public financing as 
those of us offerir_g the bill, I think he 
may be the chairman of one of those 
committees because of his understanding 
of the matter. 

Mr. LONG. In the last analysis the 
checkoff proposal is public financing. 

Mr. HART. Indeed, yes. 
Mr. LONG. And it is in the area where 

the greatest stake is involved, the Presi
dency of the United States. So the type 
things the Senator favors, I believe, will 
be tried with regard to the Presidency 
of the United States, in the checkoff 
measure we have voted into law. 

I am extremely pleased that in this 
Congress we have been able to amend 
the checkoff proposal to make it do what 
we intended-at least more nearly what 
we intended-by a margin of 2 to 1, 
and we were fortunate enough to have 
Republican help this time. It was a tre
mendous headway to obtain an almost 
unanimous Democratic vote, as well as 
substantial help from the Republican 
side of the aisle. So the thought that 
that is the direction in which we ought 
to move definitely has picked up a lot of 
steam and a lot of acceptance. 

It is my belief, particularly in the 
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Presidential race, the public will become 
convinced that that is the way it ought 
to be done, and it may very well lead 
to others. 

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HART. I yield. 
Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I 

would like to commend the Senator from 
Louisiana. I was in the House when his 
proposal first came up in 1966. We liad 
a whing-ding debate in the House over 
this concept. I was one of the Republican 
Members who supported it then. We 
have come a long way since then. I think 
the Senator from Louisiana deserves a 
great deal of credit for his leadership. 

I think the significant thing in the bill 
I have sponsored with the Senator from 
Minnesota <Mr. MoNDALE) -and there 
are other bills-is that it builds on this 
base. I do not think we are going to have 
sentiment for change beyond what we 
have now if we do not use the concept 
of the ·checkoff system and the base that 
the Senator from Louisiana fathered. 

I think the Senator is quite right when 
he says that his concept would have suc
ceeded this last time if it had been given 
its rightful place in the income tax re
turn and if it had been made a matter of 
a simple plus or minus item like every 
other item in the income tax return, 
without having to leaf through and fill it 
out on another paper. So I do not think 
there was enough good faith in regard to 
the prospects. 

I just want to say that the bill the 
Senator from Minnesota <Mr. MoNDALE) 
and I are cosponsoring is also supported 
by common cause. It really builds on the 
foundation the Senator laid, and extends 
it to the concept of supplying some of 
this money for Presidential primaries 
and really doing the job. We go further 
in limiting contributions to $3,000 for 
each person, encouraging $100 deduc
tions and $25 tax credits, and also pick
ing up on the foundation. 

I think it is very important to bear in 
mind that, no matter which bill we 
adopt--and I might. say there are many 
other good proposals before us-we keep 
this target in mind-that we run on the 
course of the foundation the Senator has 
laid. 

I think we should recognize how far 
we have gone, because I can remember 
in 1966 when this concept was considered 
a pretty far-out idea, and the House was 
rather hostile to the concept at that 
time. It took a lot of political battling to 
get it through. It took a long time, but it 
has finally come of age. 

I commend the Senator from Ca.U
fornia for his interest in getting this dis
cussion going, because I think it shows 
both sides of the aisle have a strong de
sire for change. Watergate has brought 
this about. It has brought about a climate 
for change and a climate for enlarging 
the advances we have made. 

I think with all of us working together, 
and also with volunteer groups working 
together, it will result in taking the ini
tial concept of campaigns so we can get 
away with special interest financing and 
special interests inordinately controlling 
too many of the funds of campaigning. 

I would just like to associate myself 
with the remarks of my colleagues on 

both sides of the aisle and join in this 
effort today and say I am delighted to 
see so much interest on everyone's part 
in picking up a good idea and carrying it 
to its ultimate conclusion. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HART. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I join in 

commending the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan for his years of leader.,. 
ship, and to acknowledge what the last 
speaker, the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER), said 
about the assistance given by the Sena
tor from Louisiana <Mr. LoNG) with re
gard to leadership in connection with the 
checkoff system. I certainly wish to 
thank the Senator from California <Mr. 
CRANSTON) for his work in providing this 
discussion. 

Mr. President, this is turning out to 
be quite a week. 

As the Senate Select Committee on 
Presidential Campaign Activities . con
tinues its investigation of the most tragic 
and devastating political scandal in the 
Nation's history, the Senate itself has 
taken up new Federal campaign legisla
tion. The opportunity for reform is un
precedented. And so is the need. 

In the next few days, we will be talk
ing about S. 372, the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1973. There will be con
troversy and debate over many of its 
provisions and amendments. The dis
cussions will be in political terms--cam
paign spending limits, reporting require
ments, individual contribution ceilings. 

All of this is very important, but we 
cannot simply pass this legislation and 
forget about the political process until 
the next scandal comes along. The real 
issue before us today is not spending 
limits or the equal time provision, the 
real issue is the quality of government 
in this country-what it is now, and 
what it should be. At stake is nothing 
less than the future of the democratic 
political process. 

Just 2 days ago, an even more telling 
point was made that offers an even more 
compelling reason to put some common
sense back into the political process. 
It came during testimony before the 
Ervin · committee, and although the 
statement did not get the attention that 
the President's statement did, we cannot 
afford to ignore it. Senator JosEPH MoN
TOYA was questioning Gordon Strachan, 
a young man who used to be the assistant 
to the President's chief of staff. In the 
wake of that has happened, Senator 
Montoya wanted to know what advice 
Strachan might have for other young 
men, like himself, considering a career 
in Government. Strachan answered: 

Well it may sound-it may not be the type 
of advice that you could look back and want 
to give, but my advice (for other young 
men) would be to st.ay away. 

I am terribly afraid that unless we 
move decisively, more and more young 
people are going to take that advice. 
And if they do stay away, if they do de
cide that the political process is simply 
not worth their effort, what is this coun
try going to be like 50 years from now? 

The Constitution lists very few re
quirements for holding public office in 
this country. But the unwritten restric-

tions are staggering. As things stand 
now, it is virtually impossible to run for 
public office in this country without be
ing wealthy or seeking the help of 
people who have wealth to support your 
campaign. This bill (S. 372), and many 
of the proposed amendments to it, at
tempt to limit the abuse in that system 
by limiting the kinds and the amounts of 
contributions and expenditures. 

I support that kind of reform. There 
should be limits on individual contribu
tions. There is a desperate need for a 
truly independent election commission. 
The campaign reporting requirements 
should be strengthened, and Congress 
should remove the "equal time" provision 
that now prevents televised debate in 
federal campaigns. 

But, Mr. President, however successful 
we are this week in reforming the cam
paign laws, we will not have gone far 
enough. However determined or well
motivated our efforts in drafting sound 
legislation, there still will be loopholes.:_ 
and people willing to take advantage of 
those loopholes. More than any other rea
son, that is why I support public financ
ing of political campaigns. The present 
system-if it can be called that--may be 
beyond reform. The Congress tried to 
reform it in 1925 with the Corrupt Prac
tices Act. It tried again in 1971 with the 
Campaign Reform Act. And with each 
attempt came more abuses. We are trying 
again this week. 

1 hope the Senate passes this bill with 
many of the amendments, but if we do 
not begin to consider an alternative, all 
of this "reform" will come to very little. 
It can never be a substitute for public 
financing. 

This is not a time for half-way meas
ures. Too much is at stake for that. So, 
I am encouraged by the decision of the 
distinguished Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. PELL) to hold hearings on public 
financing in September. The subject of 
public financing is controversial and 
complex, but the need for it is over
whelming. 

This colloquy and several public fi
nancing amendments that have been 
offered to S. 372 hopefully will focus 
attention on the concept and lay the 
groundwork for those hearing. Mr. Gal
lup already has told us that more than 
half of the people in this country favor 
some form of public financing. With all 
that has happened in the last 12 months, 
that sentiment is not very surprising. 

In the last 15 months, people have seen 
politics at its worse. It's not a pleasant 
sight, but that sight alone makes a con
vincing case for public financing of polit
ical campaigns. 

Watergate happened in part because a 
small group of unprincipled men had 
money to burn-money in safes and suit
cases, money that was ''laundered" so 
that no one would know where it came 
from. Nothing is more corrupting than 
unlimited money and secrecy, especially 
in government, and in that regard at 
least, Watergate was only a symptom of 
the disease, not the disease itself. 

If absolute power corrupts absolutely, 
uncontrolled money corrupts uncon
trollably. The higher the office, the more 
it costs to win. And the more it costs to 
win, the more candidates have to rely 
on big contributors. 
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In the last election, candidates across 

the country spent about $400 million al
together. The top 10 contributors to just 
one campaign, the President's, gave $4 
million. There was hardly a single Fed
eral campaign that did not rely to some 
extent on "big" contributors. Most con
formed with the letter of the law. But 
we are only fooling ourselves if we think 
that some of those people who wrote out 
checks for $10,000 and $20,000 dollars at 
a time and more were doing it solely to 
improve the quality of government. 

Money and politics need not be insep
arable.-Public financing of political cam
paigns would go a long way toward 
ending the dominance of the private dol
lar in public affairs. The democratic 
process is too precious to allow it to be 
influenced by a relatively small number 
of people with a large number of dollars. 
The process belongs to all of us, and 1 
think all of us ought to be willing to 
make a small contribution toward keep
ing it. 

Public financing certainly is not a new 
or untested concept. 

Four Presidents have endorsed the 
idea. One included the proposal in his 
state of the Union message-Theodore 
Roosevelt in 1907. His statement neatly 
sums up the argument for comprehen
sive public financing of political cam
paigns: 

It is well to provide that corporation shall 
not contribute to Presidential or National 
campaigns, and furthermore to provide for 
the publication of both contributions and 
expenditures. There is, however, always dan
ger in laws of this kind, which from their 
very nature are difficult of enforcement; the 
danger being lest they be obeyed only by the 
honest, and disobeyed by the unscrupulous, 
so as to act only as a. penalty upon honest 
men. Moreover, no such law would hamper 
an unscrupulous man of unlimited means 
from buying his own way into office ... The 
need for collecting large campaign funds 
would vanish if Congress provided an appro
priation for the proper and legitimate ex
penses of each of the great national par
ties . . . Then the stipulation should be 
made that no party receiving campaign funds 
from the treasury should accept more than a. 
fixed amount from any individual subscriber 
or donor; and the necessary publicity for re
ceipts and expenditures could without diffi
culty be provided. 

More than 50 years later, President 
Kennedy suggested Federal financing of 
Presidential campaigns so that candi
dates no longer would have to go around 
"with their hats in their hands." Candi
dates still have to go around with hat 
in hand, and we have not come very far 
since 1907. 

The concept of public financing is not 
untried. It has worked and worked well 
in other countries, and public financing 
is part of the political process in the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. In each 
of these cases, public financing has not 
been without its problems-and even 
abuses-but the system has proved far 
superior to what this country has now. 
We can learn from the experience of 
others-and improve upon it. 

The public financing proposals that 
have been offered so far differ in many 
respects, but they have common goals: 
to take the special interests out of poli
tics, to open it to everyone regardless of 
wealth, to restore trust and confidence 
in the democratic process. 

When Senator PELL's Subcommittee on 
Privileges and Elections takes up the 
question of public financing, it will have 
to address itself to a. number of complex 
subjects. They are worth going into 
briefly today-both to give an idea of 
what the legislation involves and what 
it cando. 

Which Federal offices should be 
covered by public financing? Some people 
feel that it should apply only to the 
Presidential election, or only to congres
sional elections. But in this respect, the 
legislation must be comprehensive. It 
ought to cover all Federal elected offices. 
In the past, corruption and scandal have 
recognized no differences between con
gressional and Presidential elections
neither should a campaign financing bill 
designed to correct those abuses. 

Which Federal elections and cam
paigns should be included? Under some 
proposals, only the general election is 
included. Others take in both the gen
eral and the primary, and that would 
seem to be the far better course. In many 
congressional districts, the election is 
settled in the primary-the general elec
tion is only a formality. In Presidential 
campaigns, where primaries have become 
indispensable to nomination, the need 
for regulation and public financing is no 
less urgent. 

Half a reform is no reform at all. It 
does little good to try to prevent abuse 
in the general election if it continues 
unabated in a primary. People will still 
wonder where the money is coming from. 

Should private contributions be per
mitted? They should be, because of the 
constitutional problems that would re
sult from an outright prohibition. It is 
essential that the maximum amount of 
individual contributions be limited to 
prevent the contribution from becoming, 
in effect, little more than a political 
bribe. Public financing can permit pri
vate financial support without permit
ting that support to alter the entire 
political process. 

Should there be a limit on over-all 
spending? Some have suggested that the 
best approach is to have no ceiling, to 
provide a bloc grant from public funds 
and let candidates spend as much addi
tional money as they can raise from lim
ited private contributions. A better phi
losophy might be to set maximum cam
paign spending limits, high enough not 
to cripple the chances of challengers, and 
allow the candidate to use a set combi
nation of public funds and private dona
tions to meet it. 

Should a distinction be made between 
major and minor parties? There does not 
seem to be much dispute on this ques
tion, but there is disagreement on the 
best way to insure minor parties and 
candidates access to the political proc
ess. They could be given a flat percen
tage of the amount given to the major 
parties-with a bonus given for per
formance in the last election, or retro
actively, for performance in the election 
in question. 

Who will pay for public financing of 
political campaigns? The taxpayer will 
pay for it, but the cost will be small, and 
by any standard, the return on the in
vestment will be large. In the last elec-
tion, candidates for Federal office spent 

about $200 million altogether. Split that 
up among the Nation's taxpayers, and it 
comes to a few dollars apiece. That aver
ages a dollar a citizen. That is a small 
price for us to pay to recover the political 
process. 

Should there be an independent elec
tion commission? Once again, the debate 
on this question will not be over the 
commission itself but over the powers it 
is to have. Anything less than total in
vestigatory authority would cripple the 
impact of the legislation. However its 
constituted, the commission must be to
tally independent of political pressure 
and pollical motivation to manipulate 
the law to advantage of one or another 
party or candidate. 

What can be done about "frivolous" 
candidates who want access to public 
funds? 

Requiring a security deposit is one sug
gestion. Without this kind of require
ment, there no doubt would be "frivol
ous" candidates bent more on exposure 
than on election. 

Any such deposit would have to be 
raised by public contributions, again lim
ited in individual amounts, that would 
demonstrate some public support for the 
candidate. 

In any discussion of public financing 
of political campaigns, the Senate will 
have to struggle with these questions and 
many more. Should straight cash con
tributions be restricted or should they be 
prohibited entirely? How will candidates 
have to account for the use of pu~lic 
funds? Even with public financing, 
should media expenditures be limited? 

It will take time and study to answer 
these critical questions on the aspects of 
any public financing proposal. That is 
why Senator PELL's hearings are so im
portant. But, on one point at least, there 
should be no dispute: Any public financ
ing plan must be thorough, complete, and 
comprehensive. We have passed the time 
for halfway solutions. 

Mr. President, I shall take a moment 
for a personal note. Although this is my 
first year in the U.S. Senate, I have been 
actively involved in Government for 
more than 10 years. I have taken a hand 
in congressional campaigns and Presi
dential campaigns-primaries and gen
eral elections, as a campaign manager, 
and as a candidate. This country's demo
cratic process means a great deal to me 
as it does to all of us. I have seen both 
its strengths and weaknesses, felt its 
pressures and demands and, throughout, 
I have always felt that politics is an 
honorable profession. Nothing has 
changed that. 

But the people's perception of Govern
ment and public officials has changed. 
Simply put, they do not trust the men 
and women they elect to office. They do 
not have confidence that the only inter
est of public officials is the public inter
est. Time and time again, I have heard 
that sentiment expressed by people 
across Iowa, and I know it is shared bY 
people across the country. Congress has 
no greater challenge than to find ways 
to restore that confidence. And public 
financing of political campaigns holds 
one of the keys. 

Long before today, people in this coun
try recognized the problem of corruption 
in the political system. Li~coln Steffens, 
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a man who spent years exposing it, talked 
about the problem in his autobiography. 
He was at a meeting in Los Angeles and 
the subject was the infiuence of business 
on politics. Steffens recalled one conver
sation with an Episcopal bishop there. 
The bishop asked hi:n, "Who founded 
this system, who started it, not only in 
San Francisco and Los Angeles, in this 
or the last generation, but back, way back 
in the beginning?" 

Steffens described his reply to the min
ister: 

"Oh, I think I see," I said, "You want to 
fix the fault at the very start of things. May
be we can, Bishop. Most people, you know, 
say it was Adam. But Adam, you remember, 
he said that it was Eve, the woman; she did 
it. And Eve said no, no, it wasn't she, it was 
the serpent. And that's where you clergy 
have stuck ever since. You blame that ser
pent, Satan. Now I come and I am trying to 
show you that it was, it is, the apple." 

It is not the men and women who run 
for public office. It is not even the money 
alone, because money always will be nec
essary for political campaigns. It is the 
apple-the process which forces candi
dates to give away too much of them
selves, to get the money, to get elected. 

I think we can replace the apple with 
something a bit more appetizing-public 
financing. The next Presidential election 
is in 1976, and if we are truly successful, 
it just may be the first truly honest elec
tion for the Presidency and all of the 
other Federal offices that this country 
has had in years. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to print in the RECORD a selection 
of articles on the public financing of po
litical campaigns. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, July 20, 1973] 

DELAYING CAMPAIGN REFORM 

(By Clayton Fritchey) 
In the light of Watergate's sordid revela

tions about the degradation of the electoral 
process, it might be thought that Congress 
would have made swift and radical reform 
of campaign financing its first order of busi
ness this year. Unfortunately, that's not the 
way it is working out. 

Here it is, well into July, and nothing of 
this nature has yet reached the floor of the 
House or Senate. Moreover, the Senate bill 
that will finally come to the floor in a week 
or two is a pale reflection of the kind of leg
islation that members were talking so bravely 
about earner in the year. 

Some good men in both parties have tried 
to arouse their colleagues. Sen. Edward Ken
nedy (D-Mass.) told the Senate Rules and 
Administration Committee that "of all the 
lessons of Watergate perhaps the one that is 
most obvious today is the lesson that money 
is a vastly corrosive power in American poli
tics." 

The same committee was told by Mary
land's respected Republican senator, Charles 
McC. Mathias, and Sen. Adlai Stevenson III 
(D-Ill.) that the only sure way of purifying 
the U.S. electoral system is the public financ
ing of political campaigns. They have since 
introduced legislation to that end. 

Mr. Nixon, however, suggested something 
that seems more palatable. He urged Con
gress to create a study commission to review 
campaign practices and to put off tightening 
the Federal Election Act of 1971 until the 
study was completed, presumably next year 
sometime. Although the Democratic chair
man of the Senate Rules Committee hooted 
at this "delaying action," his committee has 

so far generated few notable reforms of its 
own. 

The rules committee, in fact, proposes to 
wea.ken the 1971 campaign law in at least 
two respects. On the plus side, its blll limits 
individual contributions ($100,000 a year), 
establishes an independent body to prosecute 
campaign law violations and centralizes fi
nancial accountability. 

While some of these proposals are better 
than nothing, they are no substitute for 
public financing of presidential and con
gressional campaigns, which would restore 
political control to the people and take it 
away from big business and big labor and 
from the super-rich and countless pressure 
groups who now exert so much influence over 
public officials. 

"The distinction between a campaign con
tribution and a bribe is almost a hairline's 
difference," says Sen. Russell Long (D-La.), 
chairman of the Senate Finance Commit
tee. Such contribut ions, he adds, "can be 
viewed as monetary bread cast upon the 
waters to be returned a thousand fold." 

Sen. Philip Hart (D-Mich.), one of the 
most respected men in Congress says, 
"Wouldn't it be great 1f you didn't have to 
take a single dime from any human being?" 
And wouldn't it be even greater if the public 
could be sure that its representatives owed 
their first allegiance to their constituents? 

The politicians pretend to worry about the 
expense of public financing, but it is tri:tling. 
The annual cost of subsidizing all federal 
elections, including the run for the presi
dency, would be about 25 cents per person. 
Every opinion poll shows that a great major
ity of Americans would gladly bear this in
finitesimal burden. 

So why the foot-dragging, the stalling, the 
passive resistance which has defeated every 
effort to get public financing? Largely, it can 
be traced to the incumbents, especially the 
entrenched senior members of the House and 
Senate who simply cannot tolerate the idea 
of the government "enco"uraging" opposition 
to them through public campaign support. 

It must be remembered that many, if not 
most, of the powerful committee chairmen 
who dominate Congress come from one-party 
states or districts. Once in office, some have 
had a free ride for the rest of their long 
lives. Until recently, some have not even had 
serious opposition in the primaries, let alone 
the general elections. All this, of course, 
would change overnight if potential oppo
nents could be assured of adequate public 
campaign support. 

At the presidential level, campaign financ
ing at the taxpayers' expense would seem to 
be a nonpartisan problem. In practice, how
ever, the Republicans, as 1972 proved, can 
easily raise many more millions than the 
Democrats. Thus, even with Watergate, it is 
not going to be easy to establish public cam
paign financing unless the people of the 
United States put the heat on their senators 
and representatives. 

[From the New York Times, June 22, 1973] 
MONEY YES, ETHICS No 

(By Tom Wicker) 
In this space on June 8, a favorable report 

appeared on a bill to finance Federal elec
tions partially with Federal funds. A modest 
note from Senator Charles Mathias, Repub
lican of Maryland, to whom authorship of 
the bill was attributed, states that Senator 
Adlai Stevenson, Democrat of Illinois, is in 
fact primarily responsible for developing the 
measure, of which Mr. Mathias is a co
sponsor. 

But who ever wrote the bill, it or some
thing like it is the first and most obvious 
need arising from the Watergate disclosures. 
Aside from the deeper causes of the Water
gate activities in 1972, and regardless of who 
was or was not responsible, it seems quite 
clear that they were possible only because 
of the huge amounts secretly contributed by 
businessmen and others apparently fearful 

that a McGovern victory would have de
prived them of needed and none-too-scrupu
lous friends in the Administration. 

In fact, it now b~gins to appear that there 
is considerable cause for investigation of 
Republican fund-raising and spending aside 
from the bags full of greenbacks that went 
to Gordon Liddy and the other convicted 
conspirators. There was, of course, the dirty 
linen of the so-called "Mexican laundering" 
operation that Maurice Stans tried so hard 
to explain to the Ervin committee; and as 
far back as the year before the campaign, 
the da iry industry was pouring in hundreds 
of thousands of dollars while the Nixon Ad
ministration was reversing its ground and 
raising milk support prices. 

All the Administration's involvement s 
with I.T.T., including the famous $400,000 
of the Dita Beard memo, have yet to be 
sorted out, much less "laundered." Mr. Stans 
and former Attorney General Mitchell are 
under indictment, and a chairman of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission has re
signed, because of the irregularities sur
rounding $200,000 in cash delivered in a 
brown suitcase to the Committee for the Re
Election of the President by Robert L. Vesco, 
the fugitive financier. 

The inadequacies of existing laws are well 
illustrated by the fact that when C.R.E.P. 
was found guilty on three counts of mis
handling this gift-which even C.R.E .P. ulti
mately found too smelly to keep-the com
mittee could be fined only $1,000 on each 
count. Forfeiting $3,000 after receiving 
$200,000 is a pretty good exchange in any
body's league. 

Now the Cox inquiry is ordering a special 
investiation into whether or not methods of 
extortion were used by Republican fund
raisers in 1972, with corporations having 
legal problems with the Government as spe
cial targets. This investigation also will look 
into allegations that some big Republican 
contributors were forced to hand over their 
gifts in cash, rather than by check-a prac
tice that clearly ought to be illegal, and 
which ought to have aroused the suspicions 
of the contributors and of honest members 
of the campaign committee who might have 
learned of it. 

There seems to be no end to the sugges
tions of shady practices having to do with 
1972 Republican campaign funds. What was 
John W. Dean 3d doing with $14,000 in 
cash from these funds last fall, and by what 
stretch of ethical practice could he or anyone 
justify his "borrowing" $4,000 to pay for his 
own honeymoon, whether or not he later 
repaid it? 

How could a certified public accountant 
like Maurice Stans justify even to himself his 
having had a $55,000 cash fund in lieu of 
an official salary from C.R.E.P., or his willing
ness to turn over more thousands of con
tributors' cash to Herbert Kalmbach for 
unstated purposes, and with only Mr. Kalm
bach's verbal assurance that the White 
House had authorized the transaction? 

These are not dealings of men much con
cerned with the kind of niceties for which 
the law and the Internal Revenue Service 
hold the rest of us accountable. 

Until Mr. Dean's honeymoon financing 
came to light, it had been generally supposed 
that whatever else Watergate represented, it 
was not the ordinary kind of graft scandal 
so frequent in American politics. But may
be it was after all; it is easy to believe that 
with so much cash lying around and so little 
strict accounting in evidence, somebody's 
pockets besides Gordon Liddy's might have 
been lined. 

The Senate investigators now are turning 
to the question of the possible misuse of 
campaign funds in more traditional ways 
than paying off, and hiring lawyers for, the 
Watergate burglars; no wonder, when it has 
come to light also that Fred LaRue, once a 
special assistant to John Mitchell, rented 
hls apartment to a businessman for whom 
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he interceded with the Department of Agri
culture, and that Mr. LaRue and Mr. Mit
chell while the latter was Attorney General, 
acce~ted rides on the same businessman's 
private plane. 

All too plainly, and whatever laws may or 
may not have been broken, the sense of 
ethics of too many highly placed men in the 
Nixon Administration was sadly lacking. 
That fact, combined with too much money 
too eagerly given by too many complaint 
people, made Watergate and the coverup pos
sible, and the need for drastic change in 
election financing evident. 

[From the Washington Post, May 5, 1973] 
P U BLIC FINANCING OF CAMPAIGNS : A DETER

RENT TO CORRUPTION 

(By Clayton Fritchey) 
Now is the time for all good men, Demo

crats and Republicans alike, to come to the 
aid of their parties-by enacting a campaign 
financing bill that will make it impossible 
for there ever to be another Watergate case. 

Now, while the scandal of Mr. Nixon's 
multimillion dollar slush fund is fresh and 
vivid in the public eye, it is the right mo
ment for the reformers in Congress to move, 
Who, at this point, would dare to vote against 
a true cleanup of campaign financing? Not 
even Mr. Nixon would dare veto it. 

Several seemingly worthwhile steps were 
taken last year by Congress to establish 
stronger barriers against the corruption and 
subv-ersion of the electoral process, but, as 
it is all too horribly plain to see, the Nixon 
forces had no difficulty in circumventing and 
debasing the Federal Election Campaign Act 
passed with such high hopes in 1971. 

The lesson of the great expose now going 
on is that the new act simply doesn't work 
in practice, even though a special agency was 
created to implement it. This agency and 
the General Accounting Office have perform
ed conscientiously. 

They have uncovered numerous serious 
violations, and referred them to the Justice 
Department for prosecution. But what good 
is this if Justice, being Mr. Nixon's creature, 
refuses, as it has, to prosecute vigorously? 
All it has done so far is accuse the Nixon 
finance committee of a few derelections, but 
no individuals have been charged or pros
ecuted. The administration has made a trav
esty of the reform act. 

Although the statute was supposed to 
make everything aboveboard, the Nixon team 
succeeded in creating a record secret -slush 
fund, exceeding $10 million, the full ramifi
cations of which are still not known. 

We do know, however, that all kinds of 
vested and predatory interests were involved. 
We know the money was "laundered" by 
slight-of-hand international transfers, by 
moving it around in suitcases containing 
hundreds of thousands of dollars in $100 
bills, by illegally failing to report it and 
by using the hidden cash to finance Water
gate and other criminal actions. 

As the American people can now see, the 
end of this path is the utter degradation of 
their government. There is only one certain 
way of stopping it, and that is for the tax
payers, through outright congressional ap
propriations, to take over the privilege (the 
word is used advisedly) of financing all can
didates for President, Senat e and . House. In 
the process, private contributions should be 
outlawed. 

"The cost to the public would be about 50 
cents per person. Surely the country is worth 
that. Every public opinion poll shows how 
much Americans are concerned over the 
present way of financing political campaigns. 
In the final analysis, what is the distinction 
between a campaign· contribution and a 
bribe? Even the courts have trouble defining 
t he difference. 

Year after year, Congress holds hearings 
on campaign reforms, but in the end it al
ways shrinks from the ultimate step of put
ting the responsibility squarely on the tax-

payers, where it belongs. Last year, it experi
mented with what looked like a promising al
ternative-the $1 checkoff plan-but that, 
too, like the new anticorruption law, has been 
a disappointment. There is no more realistic 
politician on Capitol Hill than Sen. Russell 
Long (D-La.), chairman of the Senate Fi
nance Committee. Foreseeing the loopholes 
in the 1971 reform act, he proposed public 
financing of last year's presidential race by 
letting Americans check off $1 on their in
come taxes to be used for campaign expenses. 

It was estimated that this would provide 
$20 million each for the major presidential 
candidates, and substantial sums for minor
ity ones. 

This was not acceptable to Mr. Nixon, who 
rightly figured he could raise two or three 
times that amount from his wealthy backers. 

The bill was finally passed only by post
poning its effective date to 1976. Since then, 
Mr. Nixon's Internal Revenue Service has 
sabotaged the plan by excluding the check
off from the regular income-tax form, and 
making the separate form hard to get. !he 
upshot is that the checkoff is not workmg. 

So it's time for Congress to go back to the 
drawing board. Complicated checkoffs and 
tax credits are not going to do the job. The 
answer is simple, straightforward appropria
tion of whatever amount is needed to finance 
federal campaigns. At the maximum, this 
would be less than one-tenth of 1 per cent 
of what Vietnam cost. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, so in a very 
real sense, from whom a politician raises 
funds during an election campaign can 
determine a good part of his agenda dur
ing his term. 

It should not be surprising then that 
Congress spends more time dealing with 
the Penn Central, Lockheed, or Coca
Coh. than with trying to feed hungry 
children. And the public's skepticism 
about disproportionate access, of course, 
is not the only evil seen in private financ
ing. We all know that many believe a 
Senator's votes themselves are deter
mined too often by his need to raise a 
campaign kitty. We like to think we vote 
our consciences. But if one person in my 
State does not believe it for a second and 
is convinced my vote on a key issue 
turned on my source of campaign funds, 
then public faith and confidence in our 
political process is diminished. 

Multiply that man by hundreds of 
thousands of Americans, and we have a 
good picture of the task we face to re
store public confidence. 

If my view is correct, we are left with 
a choice between trying to sell the pub
lic that public financing of election cam
paigns is a healthy investment in a 
democracy or trying to convince the 
hungry they would do better if they did 
more of their eating at $100-a-plate 
fundraisers. 

The first hurdle, then, to any form 
of meaningful public financing is to con
vince the public that this is not merely 
a new raid on the Treasury by greedy 
officeholders but is, in fact, about as wise 
an investment as the electorate in a de
mocracy can make. 

Congress annually disposes of a Fed
eral budget in the hundreds of billions 
of dollars and takes action with tremen
dous impact on ·a trillion-dollar economy, 
not to mention the impact of our actions 
on the incalculable values of health, 
safety, and liberty. Surely in that con
text, public campaign subsidies would be 
a growth stock investment for everyone. 

An equally fundamental question, 

whether in a democracy the ability to 
raise money should be a prerequisite for 
running for public office. 

Does the ability to raise money really 
reflect how well a candidate will perform 
his public duties? 

Should the public's choice of candi
dates be limited to those who can secure 
private financial backing? 

The answer to both questions must 
be no. 

It is time we recognized that when a 
politician's success depends on a com
bination of dollars and votes, the Nation 
is less democratic than if victory de
pended on votes alone. 

For these reasons then, I introduced in 
March a bill to provide adequate public 
financing of Senate and House election 
campaigns. 

Admittedly, it is much easier to em
brace this concept with rhetoric than to 
reduce it to legislative language. 

There are many difficult problems to 
be answered-how to screen out frivolous 
candidates who seek only free publicity, 
whether to allow any private giving at 
all, whether to include primary as well as 
general elections, and what to do about 
minor parties. 

In drawing up my bill I introduced, S. 
1103, several policy choicee were made. 
Whether others would agree with my res
olution of these issues they require care
ful study and deliberation before we can 
put forth a public finance bill which 
would best serve the interests of the 
electorate. 

First. First, my bill accepts the premise 
that unless public financing is available 
for both primary and general elections •. 
it will not be possible fully to free can
didates from the need to raise large sums 
of money. I would be hard pressed to 
explain to a constituent why I was voting 
millions of dollars of public moneys for 
campaign subsidies-on the ground that 
this would prevent undue influence on 
politicians-if the plan only extended to 
the general elections. For .candidates 
would still be faced with the prospect of 
significant obligation to big contributors 
in order to win their party's nomination 
in the first place. 

Second. Once the decision is reached to 
cover primaries, then one must wrestle 
with the admittedly complex problem 
of screening out frivolous candidates. 
without making it unduly difficult for a 
legitimate candidate to qualify for public 
funds. Under my proposal candidates 
must file a security deposit and if they 
fail to receive a certain percentage of the 
vote it is forfeited. Others have offered 
proposals for alternative screening 
mechanisms. All of these approaches 
should be carefully weighed. 

Third. Candidates may not wish to 
gamble on receiving the required num
ber of votes. Under my bill they are free 
to run a campaign financed entirely by 
private money, subject to whatever re
striction on expenditures or contribu
tions are imposed by other Federal I a ws 
in force at that time. 

Others have suggested that public 
financing should be mandatory for all 
candidates. This too is a policy choice 
which should be evaluated carefully by 
the Senate. 

Fourth. My bill is designed to provide a 
subsidy adequate to run a campaign 
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without any private financing at all. But 
in order to permit so~e play for private 
participation in the comp~i~ finance 
process it would allow subsuiized candi
dates tl they choose to raise a supple
ment amount of funds in carefully con
trolled amounts. 

There are some proponents of public 
:fmance who would offer only a floor sub
sidy, with the intent that it not neces
sarily be adequate in itself to run an ef
fective campaign. 

on the other side, some would pro
hibit a subsidized major party candidate 
from raising any private funds-except 
for a marginal amount to pay for startup 
costs of qualifying for the subsidy. They 
would permit minor party candidates to 
raise private funds in order to offset the 
large subsidy received by maj<;>r ~arty 
candidates. This is another maJor ISs~e 
which should be explored thoroughly m 
hearings. 

Fifth. My proposal covers only con
gressional elections. Others have intro
duced proposals dealing with the Presi
dential race, and some have offered com
prehensive proposals dealing with both. 

In light of the public concern about 
abuses of private financing in connection 
with the 1972 Presidential contest, it may 
well be desirable to report a comprehen
sive bill, rather than dealing first only 
with Congress. 

Mr. President, since I introduced S. 
1103, several groups have begun a wide
ranging effort to make public financing 
of Federal elections a reality. Common 
Cause has contributed importantly in 
many ways-both through public educa
tion and through legislative analysis and 
communication to Members of Congress 
by their own experts. 

I am pleased to report the organization 
of a new group, the Center for Public Fi
nancing of Elections, dedicated specifical
ly to the goal of public financing of cam~ 
paigns. 

I am also pleased to note a number of 
my colleagues who have joined me as co
sponsors of S. 1103 and ask that they 
be added to the bill at its next printing. 

The cosponsors are: 
The Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 

.A.BouREZK), the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. BAYH), the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. BIDEN), the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
CLARK), the Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
HASKELL), the Senator from Maine (Mr. 
HATHAWAY), the Senator from Minnesota 
<Mr. HUMPHREY), the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD), the Senator 
from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS), the Sen
ator from South Dakota <Mr. Mc
GovERN), the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. MONDALE), the Senator from Wis
consin <Mr. NELSON), and the Senator 
from California <Mr. TuNNEY). 

For a full explanation of the bill, I ask 
unanimous consent that a summary of 
the proposal be printed at this point ·tn 
the RECORD as if read. 

I also ask unanimous consent that an 
excellent analysis of some of the con-

stitutional questions raised by limitations 
on expenditures and contributions in 
Federal election .campaigns be printed 1n 
the RECORD at this point. It was prepared 
by the campaign reform staff at Common 
Cause. 

In addition, Prof. Albert Rosenthal, of 
Columbia Law School, one of the coun
try's leading scholars on the constitu
tional issues of campaign :finance reform, 
has examined and endorsed S. 1103-at 
least in its basic approach and operation. 
I ask consent that his letter be printed 
also. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 

ExHIBIT 2 
CONGRESSIONAL ELECTION FINANCE ACT OF 

1972-8UMMARY OF THE ACT 

I. BASIC APPROACH 

The major purpose is to permit "serious" 
candidates for Senator or Representative to 
run without reliance on private contribu
tions, if they so desire. 

It is also hoped that, over time, the very 
fact that one candidate runs on public 
money while his opponents is running on 
large private contributions w1111tself become 
a campaign issue. There should be gradually 
increasing pressure for candidates to take 
the public-funding route. 

A secondary goal is to show that campaign 
expenditures have spiraled ·aut of hand; to 
demonstrate that informative, effective cam
paigns can be run for less than is often 
spent today. 

Also, while the subsidy is intended to be 
adequate for a thrifty campaign, some play is 
given to controlled private financing. For 
major party candidates this would amount 
to only one-fifth of their total allowable ex
penditures. The size of the contributions 
would be strictly limited. This "hybrid" ap
proach leaves room for the positive political 
involvement of fund raising. It also eases the 
problem of giving minor party candidates 
smaller subsidies. The minor party candidate 
can be permitted to offset this d11Ierence by 
raising more private funds in such amounts 
that the total expenditures permitted both 
minor and major party candidates remains 
equal. Here, the Act demonstrates a way of 
eliminating the danger or appearance of un
due intluence by limiting the amount of in
dividual contributions. 

II. OPERATION 

The Act would operate as follows: 
1. A separate fund is established in the 

Treasury and a Board is created to admin
ister the Act and to dispense subsidies. It 
would be a seven-member, bipartisan one, 
with staggered terxns. 

2. The Board is given general powers to 
develop reporting methods and implement 
the Act with more detailed regulations. To 
the greatest extent possible, the Board is to 
utilize the reporting, filing and accounting 
procedures and the information required by 
the 1971 Campaign Reform Act, in order to 
eliminate duplication and minimiz-e paper 
work. 

3. The Board has subpoena power, can con
duct investigations of possible violations and 
can seek court Injunctive relief. A candidate 
aggrieved by Board action can seek a prompt 
hearing and Court review. 

4. Candidates "qualify" for subsidies by 
:filing a sworn undertaking to comply wtth 
the Act and to pay a penalty if they fail to 

win 10% ot the vote in the election for which 
the subsidy i~ receiy_ed--that is, 10% of all 
the votes in their party's primary if it is a 
primary subsidy, and 10% ~f the vote for all 
candidates, if they receive a subsidy for the 
general election. If they fall to win even 
5% they are liable to repay the full subsidy. 
These two provisions would deter frivolous 
or crank candidates without substantial 
support. 

Second, they file a security deposit which 
is forfeitable for the payment of this penalty. 
This security deposit is in the amount of 
one-fifth of the subsidy they are eligible to 
receive, with a minimum of $3,000. (See No. 8 
!for limitations on how this deposit can be 
raised). However, a successful primary win
ner can roll over his security and use it for 
his security in the general election w1thout 
increasing the amount, even though the gen
eral election subsidy is ·somewhat larger. 

Third, they submit proof they have quali
fied for the ballot under state law. 

Fourth, they supply information on con
tributions and expenditures in connection 
with their candidacy made prior to that date. 
Expenditures made in the 18-month period 
preceding the date of the general election, or 
before then for goods or services used in that 
period, and contributions used or still avail
able for such expenditures are covered. This 
provides a cut-off for determining how far 
back, before he files, a candidate's private 
expenditures and contributions will be 
counted in applying the contribution limits 
and included in his overall spending limits.t 

5. The Board notifies eligible candidates. 
It deposits subsidy installments monthly in 
a separate account which candidates must 
set up. The Board may pay the money ln un
even amounts upon a reasonable showing by 
the candidate for such request. 

6. The candidate must open a single Cam
paign Account for the deposit of the sub
sidy and of all private monies raised. The 
Board is given periodic reports on all deposits 
and withdrawals including the source and 
amount of each. contribution. Withdrawals 
can only be made by the candidate or any of 
up to three individuals he designates, who 
also share legal responsibility with him for 
compliance with all provisions of the Act. 

7. For calculating subsidies, the Act rec
ognizes three categories of candidates: "ma
jor party,'' "minor party" and all others. 

In Senate races, major party candidates 
get a subsidy of 10¢ per capita (voting age 
population) in the primary and 15¢ ~ the 
general election. In addition they may raise 
privately 2¢ per capita for the primary and 
3¢ !for the general election. 

In Michigan, that primary subsidy would 
amount to $587,500; total primary expendi
ture would be limited to $705,000. In the 
general election the subsidy would be $880,-
000; the total expenditure permitted would 
be $1,050,250. 

FOr House races, the subsidy would be 14¢ 
per capita in the primary and 20¢ per capita 
in the general election. In addition, candi
dates could raise 3¢ per capita for the pri
mary and 5¢ per capita for the general 
election. 

In a "typical" District (with 300,000 voting 
age population) this would mean a subsidy 
of $42,000 in the primary with total expendi; 
ture of $51,000. In the general election, the 
subsidy would be $60,000; and the total ex
penditure permitted would be $75,00. 
N.B. Any candidate who qualifies to run in 
the primary of a major party is entitled to 
these levels of su}?sidy in the primary. 

Footnotes at end of article. 
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8. The statute makes explicit that the to

tal expenditures a candidate makes in con
nection with his campaign may not exceed 
the sum of (a) the subsidy for which he is 
eligible, and (b) the amount of private funds 
he is permitted to raise. 

9. The following limitations are placed on 
the amount of any individual contribution 
or independent activity undertaken to in
fluence the outcome of an election: 

A. A "person" includes any individual, cor
poration, partnership, or association, etc. Its 
definition would include unions. 

B. "Contribution" is broadly defined to in
clude (1) any gift, loan or guarantee of 
money or anything of value, (2) payment of 
compensation for personal services which are 
rendered to the candidate or payment for 
goods used by the candidate, (3) furnishing 
goods or services without charge or at less 
than the usual rate, or (4) expenditures 
made in any other activity undertaken in
dependently of the candidate's campaign to 
promote his candidacy or oppose other can
didates. The definition of "contribution does 
not include: (1) personal services provided 
without compensation by individual volun
teers, (2) internal communications by an or
ganization solely 2 to its membership and 
their families, (3) communications to the 
general public by an organization which is 
solely an issue-oriented group, where the 
communication neither endorses nor op
poses particular candidates, and ( 4) normal 
billing credit not exceeding 30 days. 

C. For purposes of the limit imposed on the 
amount of contribution from any single 
source, all contributions--and also the can
d!date•s use of his own and his immediate 
family personal resources-are treated the 
same. No "person," whether an individual or 
organization can contribute in any way, and 
no candidate or his agent can accept amounts 
which, in the aggregate exceed $250. Contri
butions made for use in posting the security 
deposit, for use in the primary or the gen
eral election campaign, and "contributions" 
in the form of expenditures undertaken in
dependently of the candidate's campaign are 
cumulative. No person can give, in any of . 
these forms combined, more than $250 to a 
candidate. 

D. Similarly, a candidate's own resources 
and those of his immediate family cannot 
in the aggregate (that is, combining amounts 
from the candidate's own funds, from his 
children or a sibling, etc.) exceed $250 for 
his primary and general election campaigns 
combined. However, he is allowed to use an 
additional $250 for the security deposit. 

E. However, for purposes of the limit on 
the total private funding, a candidate may 
use, two types of contributions are not count
ed. First, the amount posted for security
since it cannot be used in the campaign-is 
not included. 

Second, "contributions" in the form of ex
penditures for independent activity on be
half of a candidate (as opposed to resources 
in some form or other put at the campaign's 
disposal) which are not undertaken at the 
suggestion or request of the candidate are 
also excluded. (Although as just noted above, 
they atre covered by the limit on individual 
contributions, and for that purpose are cum
ulative with amounts turned over to the 
campaign.) 

There is an anti-pooling provision, so that 
an organization which itself is limited to 
$250 worth of independent activlty, could not 
also arrange for all its members to expend 
the $300 permitted each of them. for inde
pendent activity as a fractional payment of 
say, an expensive broadcast. To permit that 

would, in effect, permit the organization to 
swing the same clout as if it had collected 
voluntary payments and then purchased a 
$60,000 spot advertisement as its own inde
pendent activity.:~ 

10. In addition to limitations on private 
individuals and organizations, there is a 
special provision for fund-raising by polit
ical parties. In their case, the premise is 
that because they are a part of the essential 
political process itself, they may serve as a 
pooling mechanism for private resources 
without our worrying f<.bout their having 
undue influence on their party's candidate. 
This provision is limited to campaign as
sistance in the general election only. Na
tional and state party committees must each 
set up a single bank account for this pur
pose, which shall be audited by the Board, 
as are the candidates' campaign accounts. 
No funds can be transferred to it from gen
eral party coffers. The party may only de
posit in this account contributions from 
individuals or other organizations in an 
amount not exceeding $100 per person or 
organization. From this account the na
tional or state level party committee may, 
in their discretion, contribute to their nom
inees for the House or Senate in varying 
amounts for each, up to the total of private 
funds each candidate is permitted to use in 
that election. Such funds are included in his 
over-all expenditures.4 

In other words, in the case of parties, the 
limit is put on the intake side; no one can 
contribute more than $250 to these special 
party Congressional campaign accounts. 
Hence, they cannot be used as a funnel for 
a wealthy individual nor can the contribu
tions be earmarked for a particular candi
date. On the other end, the party can give 
the candidate more than the individual 
contribution limits placed on direct givers. 
Senator Hart could get the entire $200,000 
permitted him in private funds !rom the 
Michigan or National Democratic parties. In 
th~ case of other organizations, this bill im
poses no limit on the amQunt which mem
bers may give to the org~nization's political 
fund, but that organization, in turn, may 
only make the amount of contribution to a 
candidate permitted any individual con
tributor. 

11. A "major party" candidate is one whose 
party won 25 % of the vote in a "determining" 
election (the election used by the Act for the 
party's track record) . 

12. A minor party is one which won be
tween 10% and 25% of ·che vote in any "de
termining" election. A minor party candidate 
is entitled to a minimum BUbsidy of one-fifth 
the subsidy given a major party candidate. 
He can receive a greater subsidy based on the 
ratio of the vote his party received in the 
last general election for that office to the 
votes received by the major party candidate 
with the lowest vote in that election. 

13. Any candidate not qualifying as either 
a major or a minor party candidate would 
receive a minimum subsidy equal to 1/ 10th 
of the subsidy given a major party candidate. 
He too could receive a greater amount based 
on a ratio of his party's vote in the last gen
eral election for that office to the- votes ob
tained by the major party candidate with 
the lowest vote in that general election. 

14. However, the difference in the subsidy 
given to major party candidates and other 
candidates is mitigated by three provisions: 

First, minor party candidates may raise 
proportionately more private funds, as indi
cated above, so that the total resources each 
may expend remains equal. 

Second, if the minor party candidate's 
showing in the election in question is of 
major party proportions-25% of the vote
then he is entitled to a post-election supple
ment increasing his subsidy after-the-fact 

to the extent he has outstanding campaign 
debts. 

Third, the candidate can invoke any one 
of several "determining elections" to estab
lish major party status. A House candidate 
could rely upon whichever was his party's 
best showing among the last House race in 
that District, or the statewide vote in the 
last gubernatorial campaign or the nation
wide vote in the last presidential campaign. 
A Senate candidate could use either of the 
last two. 

14. Participation is all or nothing. If some
one receives subsidies in a primary, he must 
remain under the Act and is limited in the 
amount of private funds he can use in the 
general election. Conversely, if he has oper
ated outside of this Act in the primary, he is 
ineligible for subsidies in the general election. 

15. There are various safeguards to pro
mote compliance. Prior to receiving his sec
ond and subsequent subsidy installments, 
the candidate must make available to the 
Board an accolmt of his contributions and 
expenditures since the previous report. (But 
remember the Board shall utilize, to the ex
tent possible, information in the form sup
plied under the 1971 Act). In addition, the 
Board requires keeping records available and 
does a complete audit of each candidate's 
campaign financing after the election. Pun
ishment for violation in four instances- _ 
willful violation of the expenditure or the 
contribution limits, willful misuse of subsidy 
funds, or willful falsification of informa
tion-can be a fine up to the full amount o! 
t11e subsidy received and up to five years in 
jail. Other violations could receive a fine 
not to exceed $10,000 and a jail sentence of 
no more than three years. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 For a November, 1974 election, the period 

runs back to May 6, 1973. If a Senate can
didate files for subsidies on January, 1974, he 
lists expenditures made since May 6, 1973, 
or more before then for goods or services 
to be used in connection with the campaign 
after May 6. He also must list contributions 
made since May 6, 1973, and contributions 
made before then which were used or are 
still available for such expenditures. 

2 A broadcast to the general public put on 
or paid for by a business organization or 
union would not be exempt. 

3 The bill was prepared with First Amend
ment consideration .in mind. Nonetheless, to 
prohibit a direct contribution for a $60,000 
T.V. spot because of the danger of undue in
fluence, but then to permit the supporter 
to decide on its own to purchase the time 
and put no such an ad is to exalt form over 
substance. Putting limits on the amount of 
independent activity anyone may undertake, 
but not including that expenditure in the 
candidate's limit on private financing in his 
campaign seems the best compromise to 
meet competing considerations. It controls 
the influence of any group or person. It 
avoids the dilemma of either giving the can
didate a veto power over such independent 
activity (as is the case under the current 
election law) or putting the candidate at 
the mercy of whomever carries on such inde
pendent activity, even if he would rather 
uae the amount of private financing he is 
permitted in other ways. Thus, it pre!)erves 
to everyone some right of political expres
sion which they can undertake independ
ently, regardless of whether the candidate 
has already used the amount of private funds 
he is permitted and regardless of whether 
the expression they wish to make on the 
candidate's behalf "fits in" with his campaign 
plans. 

" All of these provisions apply only to party 
financing of candidates subsidized under 
this bill . 
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EXHIBIT 4 

AMOUNTS AVAILABLE TO SENATE CANDIDATES UNDER CEfAt 

Primary General election Primary General election 

Total General Total general Total General Total general 
Primary primary election election Primary primary election election 
subsid~ expenditures subsidy expenditures subsid~ expenditures subsid~ expenditures 

State (10 cents (12 cents) (15 cents) (18 cents) State (10 cents (12 cents) (15 cents (18 cents) 

Alabama ___ -~-------~ - __ :;;_~--~ 227,000 273,000 341,000 409,000 Montana __ __ ------- __________ -;;; 46, 000 55, 000 ~'l . 00() 83, 000 
Alaska_-------- __ -------- _____ 20,000 24,000 30,000 36,000 Nebraska ____________ ________ .; 102,000 123, 000 153, 000 184, 000 
Arizona ______ ------_------ ____ 124,000 149,000 186,000 223,000 Nevada _____ ______ --------- __ ;; 35,000 42,000 52, 000 63,000 Arkansas ______________________ 131,000 157, 000 197,000 236,000 New Hampshire __ _____________ .; 52, 000 63, 000 18, 000 94, 000 California _______________ ______ ~ 1, 400,000 1, 680,000 2,100, 000 2, 500,000 New JerseY-------- ---- - -----~ 503,000 603, 000 754,000 905,000 
Colorado ___ ------------- - - - - __ 156,000 187,000 234,000 280, 000 New Mexico __________________ ;; 64, 000 76,000 95,000 114, 000 
ConnecticuL ______________ ---- 211,000 253,000 316,000 379,000 New York- -------------------~ 1, 280,000 1, 536,000 1, 920,000 2, 304, 000 
Delaware ________ ------ __ ------ 37,000 45, 009 56,000 67,000 North Carolina _________________ 346, 000 416,000 519,000 623,000 
District of Columbia _________ ___ 52,000 62, 000 78,000 93,000 North Dakota _______ ___________ 40,000 48, 000 60, 000 72, 000 Florida. ___ ____ ________________ 511,000 613, 000 756,000 919,000 Ohio ____ __ __ ------_ - --- - -----.: 719, 000 862,000 1, 078,000 l, 293,000 

~~~:it-_:::::=:=:==::::===:=== 
310, 000 372,000 466, 000 595,000 Oklahoma ___________ ---------- 181,000 217, 000 272,000 326, 000 

53,000 64,000 80,000 96,000 Oregon ___ ___ ______ _________ -~ 150,000 180,000 225, 000 270,000 Idaho _________________________ 48,000 57,000 72,000 86,000 Pennsylvania _______ ----------= 816, 000 979,000 1, 244,000 1, 469,000 
Illinois_-------- __ ------------- 755,000 906,000 1, 132,000 1, 350,000 Rhode Island _____ ____________ .; 67,000 81, 000 101,000 121, 000 
Indiana_------------------ ____ 360, 000 421,000 526, 000 632, 000 South Carolina ________________ .; 171,000 205,000 256, 000 307, 000 
Iowa ___ ____________ ----_------ 190,000 229, 000 285, 000 342,000 South Dakota _________________ ~ 43,000 52,000 65,000 78, 000 Kansas ____ ____________________ 154,000 185,000 231,000 277, 000 Tennessee ____________ ________ .: 271,000 326,000 407,000 488,000 
Kentucky _______________ , _____ - 221, 000 265,000 331,000 397,000 Texas ________ ------- - --- _____ .: 786,000 922,000 1, 152,000 1, 383, 000 
Louisiana_-------------------- 234,000 281,000 351,000 421, 000 Utah _______ _____________ --- __ .; 69,000 83,000 103,000 124,000 
Maine_----------------------- 67,000 80,000 99,000 120,000 ~r:gT~~~~=== = = = = = = == = == = === == ~ 31,000 37,000 46,000 56,000 
Maryland ______________________ 269,000 323,000 403,000 484,000 320, 000 384, 000 480,000 575,000 
Massachusetts ______ -------- ___ 396,000 475,000 593,000 712,000 Washington ____________________ 237, 000 285,000 356,000 427,000 
Michigan ______________________ 588,000 705,000 880,000 1, 050,000 West Virginia _________________ .; 118,000 142,000 177,000 213,000 
Minnesota _________ ------------ 256,000 307,000 384,000 461,000 Wisconsin ____________________ .; 296, 000 355,000 443,000 532,000 
Mississippi_------------ ____ --- 140,000 168, 000 210,000 253,000 Wyoming_-- - __ ----- - - ________ .; 23,000 27,000 34,000 41,000 
Missouri__ ____ ------- _____ - - --- 327,000 392,000 490,000 588,000 

1_ Every ~a~didate would be _eligi~le to receiv~ a minill)um of $75,000 in t~e primary and $150,000 in the general election, as subsidy from the fund. In addition, every candidate would be eligible 
to ratse a mtntmum of $25,000 tn pnvate funds tn the pnmary and $50,000 tn the general election. Thus, regardless of the figures on the above chart every candidate would have available at least 
$100,000 to spend in the primary and $200,000 to spend in the general election, whatever the size of his State. 

COMMON CAUSE MEMORANDUM ON THE CON
STITUTIONALITY OF CONTRIBUTION AND Ex
PENDITURE LlM:rrATIONS 

Until the enactment of the Federal Elec
tion Campaign Act of 1971, federal law had 
contained contribution and expenditure lim
itations for approximately 60 years, and 29 
states now have some form of these ceilings 
in their corrupt practices a.cts.1 These laws 
ha.d as their primary function the dual goals 
of (1) reducing the corrupting infiuence of 
large campaign contributions and (2) re
ducing the costs of campaigns thus reducing 
the pressures to secretly evade the limit on 
contributions. 

Enactment of contribution and expendi
ture ceilings poses a. number of constitu
tional questions, relating primarily to the 
possible infringement of the First Amend
ment's freedom-of-speech and freedom-of
association gua.ra.ntees.2 Due to virtual non
enforcement in the past of laws containing 
contribution and spending ceilings, there is 
no federal case ruling indirectly on the con
stitutionality of such limits, and there iS 
only one state case construing the validity 
of such ceilings, State v. Kohler, 200 Wis. 518, 
228 N.W. 895 (1930), in which the Wisconsin 
Supreme Court upheld against constitu
tional attack a. statute limiting the amount 
which might be spent by candidates and 
their personal campaign committees.a Al
though these constitutional questions merit 
serious discussion and careful analysis, we 
believe that contribution and expenditure 
limits clearly pass constitutional muster un
der existing precedents. 

In fact, ceilings on contributions and ex
penditures foster and protect the exercise of 
First Amendment freedoms in three ways: 
( 1) they protect the rights of the less a.mu
ent to express themselves by running for 
office; (2) they help prevent the drowning 
out of all other political viewpoints by well 
financed candidates and interest groups; and 
(3) they ensure the equality of the voting 
rights of each citizen by limiting the influ
ence on candidates of the large contribu
tions. 

I. Despite Certain Communicative As
pects, Contributions of Money to and Ex
penditures of Money by, Political Candidates 
Partake More of Action Than of Speech and 

Footnotes at end of article. 

May Be Reasonably Regulated Under the 
Police Power of the Federal Government. 

The proposition that only "speech" and 
not "action" is protected by the First Amend
ment is now discredited, and it is clear that 
the Amendment at times covers more than 
sheer verbal communications. See e.g., West 
Virginia Board of Education v. Barnette, 
319 U.S. 624 (1943) (right to refuse to salute 
:flag); Stromberg v. California, 283 U.S. 359 
(1931) (right to display a red flag); NAACP 
v. Button, 371 U.S. 415 (1963) (right to so
licit legal business) . It is still true, how
ever, that the permissibility of regulating 
First Amendment rights varies with their 
mode of expression, and that usually the 
nonverbal exercise of such rights, particu
larly when joined with acts which are not 
necessarily communicative, is more suscepti
ble to regulation than is pure speech. Giving 
and spending money does not constitute acts 
of verbal communication. In the words of 
Professor Freund. "We are dealing here not 
so much with the right of personal expres
sion or even association, but with dollars and 
decibels. And just as the volume of sound 
may be limited by law, so the volume o! 
dollars may be limited without violating the 
First Amendment." ' 

For First Amendment purposes, giving 
and spending money is communicative ac
tion with a potential for disrupting normal 
political processes; in this respect, it is anal
ogous to picketing or demonstrating. In Cox 
v. Louisiana, 379 U.S. 536, 555 (1965), the 
Supreme Court ''emphatically" rejected the 
notion that the First Amendment afforded 
the same kind of freedom to those who 
"communicate ideas by patrolling, march
ing, and picketing on streets and highways" 
as it offers those "who communicate ideas 
by pure speech." The Court upheld the facial 
constitutionality of a Mississippi statute 
which banned picketing in such a. manner 
as to obstruct or interfere with free en
trance to and exit from public buildings in 
Cameron v. Johnson, 390 U .S. 611 (1968). It 
declared that such communicative activity 
was sufficiently "intertwined" with action to 
be regulatable, and it emphasized that such a 
statute was "a valid law dealing with con
duct subject to regulation so as to vindicate 
important interests of society (; ] . . . the 
fact that free speech is intermingled with 
such conduct does not bring it within con.;. 

stitutional protection." 390 U.S. at 617. In 
a second Cox v. Louisiana case, 379 U.S. 559 
( 1965), the Court upheld against First 
Amendment attack the convictions of de
fendants for violating state statutes pro
hibiting breach of the peace, obstructing 
public passages, and picketing near a. court 
house: "The conduct which is the subject of 
this statute--picketing and parading
is subject to regulation even though inter
twined with expression and association." 379 
U .S. at 563. The Court's explanation of its 
rationale in this case is applicable to the 
question of the permissibility of limiting 
campaign contributions and expenditures: 
"We are not concerned here with such a pure 
form of expression as newspaper comment 
or a. telegram by a. citizen to a. public 
official. We deal in this case not with free 
speech alone, but with expression mixed 
with particular conduct." 379 U.S. at 564. 
See also Central Hardware Co. v. National 
Labor .Relations Board, 407 U.S. 539 (1972); 
Lloyd Corp. v. Tanner, 407 U.S. 551 (1972). 

That not all communicative conduct is 
protected by the First Amendment is clear 
from the Supreme Court's decision in United 
States v. O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367 (1968), up
holding the constitutionality of a provision 
of the Selective Service Act which made it 
a crime to knowingly destroy a Selective 
Service registration certificate. The Court 
held that draft card burning was not 
"symbolic speech" protected by the First 
Amendment: "We cannot accept the view 
that a.n apparently limitless variety of con
duct can be labeled 'speech' whenever the 
person engaging in conduct intends thereby 
to express an idea." 391 U.S. at 376. Campaign 
contributions and expenditures are commun
icative only in the sense that burning a draft 
card is communicative; all such acts are 
subject to regulation because, in the words 
of the 0' Brien Court, " 'speech • and 'non
speech' elements are combined in the same 
course of conduct." 391 U.S. at 37. The Court 
recently held that a state's prohibition of 
various forms of explicit sexual entertain
ment by live performers in establishment 
seiling liquor did not violate the First 
Amendment: 

" [A] s the mode of expression moves from 
the printed page to the commission of public 
acts which may themselves violate valid 
penal statutes, the scope of permissible state 
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regulations significantly increases. States 
n1.ay sometime proscribe expression which is 
directed to the accomplishment of an end 
which the State has declared to be 1llegal 
when such expression consists, in part, of 
•conduct' or 'action'." California v. LaRue, 
41 U.S.L.W. 4039, 4042 (1972). 

Many kinds of "communications," such as 
deceptive advertising,6 certain kinds of llbels, 
the false activation of a burglar alarm, the 
shouting of "fire" in a crowded theatre (c/. 
Schenck v. United States, 249 U.S. 47, 51 
(1919) (Holmes J.)) may be criminalized 
without violating the First Amendment be
cause they cause directly or embody them
selves evils which the government is au
thorized to prevent. That a reasonable limita
tion on campaign contributions and expendi
tures is not barred by the First Amendment 
is indicated by the constitutionality of the 
:federal anti-bribery law, 18 U.S.C. § 20l(e). 
Of. United States v. Brewster, 409 U.S. 501 
(1972) (upholding the constitutionality of 
the indictment of a Senator for soliciting and 
receiving a bribe) . A bribe is certainly a 
form of direct and unequivocal "communi
-cation," but no one has seriously suggested 
that the First Amendment protects it. Anti
bribery statutes are constitutional because 
-they are aimed at action which, though com
municative, violates notions of public policy. 
Campaign contributions are all too often a 
similar form of buying favors: the donation 
of money communicates to the candidate the 
information that the donor seeks either a 
direct quid pro quo (such as favorable action 
by an administrative agency) or, more 
usually, an indirect form of influence (such 
as access or consultation when certain deci
sions are pending). 

II. There Is No Constitutional Right To 
Make Unlimited Contributions to a Political 
Campaign or for a Candidate to Expend as 
Much Money as He Chooses in an Effort To 
Be Elected or Reelected. 

In order to foster " [ e] ffective advocacy of 
both public and private points of view, par
ticularly controversial ones," NAACP v. Ala
bama, 357 U.S. 449, 460 (1958), the Supreme 
Court has recognized an independent con
stitutionality protected right of association. 
see e.g., Louisiana ex rel. Gremillion v. 
NAACP, 366 U.S. 293 (1961). In order to 
argue that a limitation on campaign contri
butions/expenditures is unconstitutional 
because it infringes this right of association 
or violates the right to freedom of speech 
an individual is directly guaranteed by the 
First Amendment, however, it is necessary to 
demonstrate that an individual possesses an 
absolute discretion to make as large a po
litical campaign contribution or expenditure 
as he wishes. A number of Supreme Court 
holdings establish the power of Congress to 
limit, in certain circumstances, the associ
ational rights and the ability to participate 
in the political process of certain individuals 
and groups. 

Where the governmental interest is com
pelling, the Court has upheld registration 
statutes which require the disclosure of iden
tity of certain individuals or the disclosure 
of membership in certain organizations even 
though such disclosure will limit and impair 
the ability of such individuals and organiza
tions to exercise their political and civil 
rights. See e.g., Communi st Party of the 
United States v. Subversive Activities Con
trol Board, 367 U.S. 1 (1961) (registration 
of Communist Party officials and members); 
Viereck v. United States, 318 U.S. 236 (1943), 
Rabinowitz v. Kennedy, 376 U.S. 605 (1964) 
(registration of foreign agents and of activi
ties engaged in on behalf of a foreign prin
cipal); New York ex rel. Bryant v. Zimmer
m,an, 278 U.S. 63 (1929) (registration of Ku 
Klux Klan members). Cases striking down 
state attempts at compelling disclosure of 
NAACP membership lists (e.g., NAACP v. Ala
bama, 357 U .S. 499 (1958); Louisi ana ex rel. 
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Gremillion v. NAACP, 366 U.S. 293 (1961)) 
may be distinguished on the ground that in 
·such cases, no valid state interest in dis
closure was evident: in the context of South
ern hostility to civil rights organizations, 
the true purpose of such laws was the de
struction of the NAACP. 

The compelling state interest which cam
paign contribution/expenditure limitations 
foster was described by the Court in Bur
roughs and Cannon v. United States, 290 
U.S. 534 (1934), a case which held constitu
tional the disclosure-of-contributors require
ments of the 1925 Corrupt Practices Act: 
"Congress reached the conclusion that pub
lic disclosure of political contributions, to
gether with the names of contributors and 
other details, would tend tt .... prevent the cor
rupt use of money to affect elections. The 
verity of this conclusion reasonably cannot 
be doubted." 290 U.S. at 548. The Court ad
verted to this same rationale when it upheld 
the constitutionality of a statute requiring 
the registration of lobbyists in United States 
v. Harriss, 347 U.S. 612 (1954): "Congress 
has . . . merely provided for a modicum of 
information from those who for hire attempt 
to influence legislation .•. It wants only 
to know who is being hired, who is putting 
up the money, and how much. 

"It acted in the same spirit and for a simi
lar purpose in passing the Federal Corrupt 
Practices Act--to maintain the integrity of 
a basic governmental process." 347 U.S. at 
625. Although these two cases deal with dis
closure requirements, their rationale is ap
plicable to a law establishing a ceiling on 
political campaign contributions and expend
itures because the government is aiming at 
the same serious evils (corruption, undue 
influence of special interest groups) and be
cause the incidental effect of limiting politi
cal participation is also the same, although 
in the former cases it stems simply from the 
elects of disclosure rather than direct gov
ernmental restraint. 

Another line of precedent indicates that 
there is no constitutional right to quantita
tively unlimited participation in the financ
ing of federal elections. The Supreme Court 
has thrice upheld the validity of the 1925 
Corrupt Practices Act's :flat prohibition of 
union contributions and expenditures in con
nection with political campaign, ~8 U.S.C. 
§ 610, although it has avoided passing upon 
the constitutional questions raised by such 
a prohibition. United States v. 010, 335 U.S. 
160 (1948); United States v . UAW, 352 U.S. 
567 (1967); Pipefitters' Local 562 v. United 
States, 407 U.S. 385 (1972). There have been 
no Supreme Court cases dealing with § 610's 
ban on corporate political contributions or 
expenditures, but a lower court has upheld 
the predecessor of § 610 against constitu
tional attack, United States v. United States 
Brewers' Assn., 239 F. 163 (W.D. Pa. 1916); 
but cf., United States v. First National Bank 
of Ci ncinnati, 329 F. Supp. 1251 (S.D. Ohio 
1971) , and its validity as applied has also 
been sustained, although the constitutional 
question was avoided. United States v. Lewis 
Food Co., 366 F. 2d 710 (CA9 1966). See also 
Egan v. United States, 137 F. 2d 369 (CAB 
1943) (upholding constitutionality of Pub
lic Utility Holding Company Act's ban on 
political contributions by registered public 
utility companies). If an absolute ban on the 
political activities of groups of individuals 
organized into unions and corporations is 
permissible, it would seem a fortiori accept
able to set a ceiling on contributions and 
expenditures by individuals. It may, of 
course, be argued that the concentration of 
funds in organizations makes their contribu
t ions and expenditures more susceptible to 
regulation than those of individuals. There 
are two answers to this argument, however: 
organizations are themselves entitled to as
sert First Alnendment rights, Grosjean v . 
Ameri can Press Co., 297 U .S. 233 (1936) ; 
New York Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254 

(1964), and the associational rights protect
ed by the First Amendment have been held 
to reach contributors to oganizations, Bates 
v. City of Little Rock, 361 ·U.S. 516 (1961); 
United States v. Rumely, 345 U.S. 41 (1953). 
The cases which have risen under § 610 do, 
therefore, support the constitutional validity 
of the proposed contribution/ expenditure 
limitations because they arise out of a con
text in which all the First Amendment rights 
applicable to individuals could be asserted. 

ill. Ceilings on Political Campaign Con
tributions and Expenditures Are Constitu
tional Because They Are a Reasonable Regu
hition of the Manner in Which First Amend
ment Rights May Be Exercised. 

Campaign finance limitations on contribu
tions and expenditures would not prohibit 
the making of political contributions and 
expenditures but would instead simply im
pose limitations on the overall amounts 
which could be contributed and spent. This 
legislation would thus be far less drastic than 
the flat prohibition against a union or cor
poration making any campaign contributions 
or expenditures contained in 18 U.S.C. § 610. 
"[A]lthough the rights of free speech and 
assembly are fundamental, they are not in 
their nature absolute,'' Whitney v. California, 
274 U.S. 357, 373 (1927) (Brandeis, J. concur
ring). The Supreme Court has frequently 
held that First Amendment rights may be 
reasonably regulated according to the time, 
place, and manner of their exercise. Cameron 
v. Johnson, 390 U.S. 611,617 (1968); Adderley 
v. Florida, 385 U.S. 39, 48 (1966); Cox v. New 
Hampshire, 312 U.S. 569, 574-576 (1941); Cox 
v. Louisiana, 379 u.s. 536, 555 (1965). The 
proposed contribution/expenditure ceilings 
may be regarded as simply a nondiscrimina
tory regulation of the manner in which First 
Amendment rights are exercised. 

Such limitations are neutral with respect 
to the content of political expression. They 
do not operate censorially to suppress un
popular views, and they do not single out 
persons who advocate particular political be
liefs, or penalize anyone for association with 
persons or organizations oriented to such 
advocacy. See e.g., United States v. Robel, 389 
U.S. 258, 278 (1967); Keyishian v. Board of 
Regents, 385 U.S. 589, 604 (1967). Like the 
"Fairness" and "Equal Time" doctrines en
forced by the Federal Communications Com
mission, the contribution/expenditure lim
itations apply in exactly the same way re
gardless of the viewpoint sought to be advo
cated or the beliefs of the person making the 
contribution or expenditure. See Red Lion 
Broadcasting Co. v. Federal Communications 
Commission, 395 U.S. 367, 392 (1969). Finally, 
these ceilings do not represent a sweeping 
prohibition of all political expression through 
contributions and expenditures, but instead 
modulate the level of political discourse so 
that more voices may participate and so that 
weak voices may not be drowned out. These 
ceilings are unlike the state corrupt practices 
legislation which the Supreme Court unani
mously held unconstitutional in Mills v. 
Alabama, 384 U.S. 214 ( 1966). In that case, 
an Alabama law had made it a crime "to do 
any electioneering or to solicit any votes ... 
in support of or in opposition to any proposi
tion that is being voted on on the day on 
which the election affecting such candidates 
or propositions is being held." The statute 
had been applied to convict a newspaper edi
tor for writing an editorial on election day 
regarding a question on the ballot. The Court 
asserted, "no test of reasonableness can save 
a state law from invalidation as a violation 
of the First Amendment when that law 
makes it a crime for a newspaper editor to do 
no more than urge people to vote one way or 
another in a publicly held election." 384 u.s. 
at 219-220. 

It is clearly established that differences in 
t he m edia of communication justify dUfer
ences in the First Amendment standards ap
plied to them. Red Lion Broadcasting Co. v. 
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Federal Communication, supra, at 386; 
Joseph Burstyn, Inc. v. Wilson, 343 U.S. 495, 
503 (1952). In campaign finance, the medium 
of expression is money, and for large con
tributors, the medium is, indeed, the mes
sage. The proposed ceilings on campaign con
tributions and expenditures resemble the 
municipal ordinances regulating sound 
trucks upheld in Kovacs v. Cooper, 336 U.S. 
77 (1948) (opinion of Reed J.). See also Cali
fornia v. LaRue, 41 U.S.L.W. 4039, 4042, n. 4 
(1972). Although there was no majority 
opinion in Kovacs, the case was approved 
and explicated by a Court majority in Re~ 
Lion Broadcasting Co. v. Federal Commu1h
cations Commission, supra, at 387 in lan
guage which might well apply to limitations 
on private campaign financing: 

"[T]he ability of new technology to pro
duce sounds more raucous than those of the 
human voice justifies restrictions on . the 
sound level, and on the hours and places of 
use, of sound trucks so long as the restric
tions are reasonable and applied without 
discrimination .... [T]he Government may 
limit the use of sound-amplifying equip
ment potentially so noisy that it drowns out 
civilized private speech ..•. The right of 
free speech of a broadcaster, the user of a 
sound truck, or any other individual does 
not embrace a right to snuff out the free 
speech of others." 

See also Associated Press v. United States, 
326 u.s. 1, 20 (1945). 

IV. Any Restriction Upon the Exercise of 
First Amendment Rights Imposed by Limita
tions Upon Campaign Contributions and Ex
penditures is Justified by the Compelling and 
Overriding Governmental Interest in Preserv
ing the Integrity of the Electoral Process and 
in Preventing the Improper Influence of 
Money on the Decision-Making of Public Of
ficials. 
. The First Amendment freedoms of speech, 
association, press, religion, assembly, and 
petition have traditionally been given s~e
pial protection because they are the indis
pensable preconditions for the exercise and 
protection of all other rights and freedoms. 
Curtis Publishing Co. v. Butts, 388 U.S. 130, 
-145 (1967). Although the proposition that 
First Amendment rights occupy a. "pre
;ferred" pOsition, see Thomas v. Collins, 323 
U.S. 516, 530 (1945), has been criticized, see 
Kovacs v. Cooper, 336 U.S. 77, 90 (1949) 
(Frankfurter, J. concurring), a number of 
constitutional doctrines indicate the ele
vated and specially protected status of such 
rights. Cf., e.g., the "clear and present dan
ger" rule, Brandenburg v. Ohio, 395 U.S. 444, 
447 (1969); Dennis v. United States, 341 U.S. 
494, 510 (1950); the overbreadth doctrine, 
United States v. Robel, 389 U.S. 258, 265-266 
(1967); negative presumptions, Speiser v. 
Randall, 357 U.S. 513, 526 (1958); the alter
native means test, Aptheker v. Secretary oj 
State, 378 U.S. 500, 512 (1964). First Amend
ment rights are said to need "breathing 
space" to survive, Thomas v. Collins, 323 U.S. 
516, 530 (1945), because they are "delicate 
and vulnerable," NAACP v. Button, 371 U.S. 
415, 433 (1963), and because their exercise 
is easily deterred or "chilled" by governmen
tal action. Dombrowksi v. Pfister, 380 U.S. 
479, 486-487 (1965). 

Therefore the Supreme Court has ruled 
that the exercise of First Amendment rights 
may be limited only if the government dem
onstrates reasons or interests which are 
"compelling," NAACP v. Button, supra a.t 
438 (1963), "substantial," NAACP v. Alabama, 
357 u.s. 449, 464 (1958), "subordinating," 
Bates v. City of Little Rock, 361 U.S. 516, 
524 (1960), "paramount," Thomas v. Col
lins, supra at 530 (1945), "cogent," Bates v. 
City oj Little Rock, supra, at 524, "strong," 
Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U.S. 398, 408 (1963), 
or "overriding and compelling," Gibson v. 
Florida State Investigating Comm., 372 U.S. 
539, 546 (1963). The Court also requires that 
the means chosen to limit the exercise of 

First Amendment rights be "precise," Key
ishian v. Board of Regents, 385 U.S. 589, 603 
(1967), have as narrow an impact as pos
sible, NAACP v. Button, supra, at 430, and not 
be vague, overbroad, or indiscriminate in 
their sweep, Elfbrandt v. Russell, 384 U.S. 11, 
18 (1965); Aptheker v. Secretary of State, 
supra, at 512. Finally, it must be established 
by the government that no "less drastic 
means" exist which might be alternatively 
used to implement the state's interest with
out infringing First Amendment rights. 
Shelton v. Tucker, 364 U.S. 479, 488 (1960); 
United States v. Robel, supra, at 265. 
- Whatever the adjectival test chosen to 
describe the nature of the interest which the 
government must demonstrate in order to 
limit the exercise of First Amendment rights, 
it is clear from the Court's own language in 
numerous cases that the preservation of the 
integrity of the electoral process from the 
corrupting effect of money is a "compelling 
and overriding" state interest. There have 
been no Supreme Court holdings dealing di
rectly with the constitutionality of cam
paign contribution/expenditure limitations, 
but the Court has often asserted that Con
gress has broad-authority to protect Ameri
can political institutions against "the cor
roding effect of money employed in elec
tions by aggregated power": "Speaking broad
ly, what is involved here is the integrity of 
our electoral process, and, not less, the re
sponsibility of the individual citizen for the 
successful functioning of that process. [A 
case involving 18 U.S.C. § 610, banning union 
.political contributions and expenditures] 
thus raises issues not less than basic to a 
democratic society." United States v. UAW, 
332 U.S. 567, 582, 570 (1957). The following 
quotations indicate the high priority and 
·presumptive constitutionality the Court has 
accorded to laws aimed at preventing fraud 
and corruption in the electoral process: 
- "That a. government whose essential char
acter is republican, whose executive head and 
legislative body are both elective, whose most 
·numerous and powerful branch of the legis
·lature is elected by the people directly, has 
no power by· appropriate iaws to secure this 
election [of the President] from the in
fluence of violence, of corruption, and of 
·fraud, is a proposition so startling to arrest 
attention and demand the gravest consider
ation. 

"If this government is anything more than 
a mere aggregation of delegated agents of 
other states and governments, each of which 
is superior to the general government, it must 
have the power to protect the elections on 
which its existence depends from violence 
and corruption. 

"If it has not this power it is left help
less before the two great natural and his
torical enemies of all republics, open violence 
and insidious corruption." 

Ex parte Yarbrough, 110 U.S. 651, 657-658 
(1884) (emphasis added). 

"The Congressional act under review seeks 
to preserve the purity of presidential and 
vice presidential elections. 

" . . . -The President is vested with the 
executive power of the nation. The impor
tance of his election and the vital character 
of its relationship to and effect upon the 
welfare and safety of the whole people can
not be too strongly stated. To say that Con
gress is without power to pass appropriate 
legislation to safeguard such an election from 
the improper use of money to influence the 
result is to deny to the nation in a. vital par
ticular the power of self protection. Congress, 
undoubtedly, possesses that power, as it pos
sesses every other power essential to pre
serve the departments and institutions of 
the general government from impairment or 
destruction, whether tru·ea.tened by force or 
by corruption." 

Burroughs & Cannon v. United States, 290 
u.s. 534, 545-548 (1934) (emphasis added) 

"It cannot be doubted that these compre
hensive words [of Article I of the Constitu
tion which grant Congress power to regulate 
the "times, Places, and ma.nner" of holding 
Congressional elections] embrace authority 
to provide a complete code for congressional 
elections, not only as to times and places, 
but in relation to notices, registration, super
vision of voting, protection of voters, pre
vention of fraud and corrupt practices, 
counting of votes, duties of inspectors and 
canvassers, and making and publication of 
election returns; in short, to enact the nu
merous requirements as to procedure and 
safeguards which experience shows are nec
essary in order to enforce the fundamental 
right involved." 

Smiley v. Holm, 285 U.S. 355, 366 (1932) 
(emphasis added). See also Ex parte Siebold, 
100 u.s. 371' 387 ( 1880) . 

It seems clear that ceilings on campaign 
contributions and expenditures are not vague 
or imprecise. Nor are such prohibitions over
broad because they indiscriminately suppress 
activity which can be constitutionally for
bidden and that which cannot, cf. United 
States v. Robel, supra at 265, although ad
mittedly the overbreadth analysis neces
sitates a. judgment as to the size of contribu
tions which are likely to have a corrupting 
effect on the political process. This is an 
area in which the Court should properly de
fer to the expertise of Congress, however, as 
it has done in cases involving other election 
laws. In United States v. Classic, 313 U.S. 299, 
320 ( 1941), the Court declared: 

" 'Let the end be legitimate; let it be with
in the scope of the Constitution, and all 
means which are appropriate, wh:ich are 
plainly adapted to that end, which are not 
prohibited, but consist with [sic] the letter 
a.nd spirit of the Constitution, are constitu
tional.' McCulloch v. Maryland, 4 Wheat. 316, 
421. That principle has been consistently ad· 
hered to and liberally applied, and extends to 
the congressional power by appropriate legis
lation to safeguard the right of choice by the 
people of representatives in Congress." 

Finally, there are no alternative means 
available to accomplish the task of such 
ceilings, since the very evil which Congress 
is seeking to extirpate is the corrupting ef
fect of money. Disclosure laws alone are not 
adequate because even if enforced, they will 
not prevent large contributors from seeking 
to influence candidates through their con
tributions. The judgment of Congress that 
no alternative means exist to protect the 
electorial process will be given great defer
ence by the Court, particularly in light of 
Congress' long experience with ineffective 
disclosure requirements: 

"The power of Congress to protect the elec
tion of President and Vice President from 
corruption being clear, the choice of means 
to that end presents a question primarily ad
dressed to the judgment of Congress. If it can 
be seen that the means adopted are really 
calculated to attain the end, the degree of 
their necessity, the extent to which they con
duce to the end, the closeness of the relation
ship of the means adopted and the end to be 
attained, are matters for congressional de
termination alone." 

Burroughs & Cannon v. United States, 
supra at 547-548. 

V. Any Restriction Upon the Exercise of 
First Amendment Rights Imposed by Limi
tations Upon Campaign Contributions and 
Expenditures Is Justified l?Y a Governmen-
tal Interest in Effectuating the First Amend· 
ment Rights of Less Affiuent Citizens ( 1) by 
Protecting the Ability o! Even Poor Candi
dates to Run for Oftice, (2) by Preventing the 
Drowning out of Other Political Viewpoints 
by the Best Financed Voices, and (3) by En
suring the Equality of the Voting Rights of 
Less Affluent Citizens by Limiting the Infiu
ence on Candidates of Affluent Contributors. 

In previous sections, the ceilings on cam· 



July 25, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -"SENATE 25995 
paign contributions and· expenditures have 
been defended negatively, in the sense that 
the evils at which such legislation is aimed 
have been demonstrated tO justify the inci
dental infringement of the First Amendment 
rights of contributors or candidates who 
wanted to give or spend more than the ceil
ings allowed. But the campaign finance lim
itations involved here also have an impor
tant positive impact on the exercise of the 
First Amendment rights of many citizens 
who are not prevented from effectively par
ticipating in the political process. Many lack 
financial resources and this handicaps both 
their ability to run for office and their ability 
to communicate their views to their elected 
representatives on an equal basis with those 
providing large contributions. The contribu
tion/expenditure 11mitations implement true 
democratic self-government by opening the 
political process to all citizens, regardless 
of their personal wealth. As John Stuart 
Mill wrote: 

"We need not suppose that when power 
resides in an exclusive class, that class will 
knowingly and deliberately sacrifice the other 
classes to themselves; it suffices that, in the 
absence of its natural defenders, the interest 
of the excluded is always in danger of being 
overlooked; and, when looked at is seen with 
different eyes from those of the person whom 
it directly concerns." 

J. s . Mlll, Consideration on Representative 
Government, 67 ( 1875). 

The proposed campaign finance legislation 
fosters and protects the exercise of First 
Amendment freedoms in three ways: (1) it 
protects the rights of the less affluent to ex
press themselves by running for office; (2) 
it helps prevent the drowning out of all other 
political viewpoints by well financed candi
dates and interest groups; and (3) it ensures 
the equality of the voting rights of each 
citizen by limiting the infiuence on candi
dates of the large contributor. 

As the costs of campaigning have sky
rocketed, it has become almost an unwritten 
amendment to the Constitution that only 
those Americans with "money or access to it 
may participate in governing. The question 
is not whether wealthy political representa
tives can provide dedicated and compassion
ate leadership. The point is rather that each 
citizen should have an equal opportunity to 
participate in the electoral process. As the 
Supreme Court declared in Kramer v. Union 
School District, 395 U.S. 621, 626 (1969), 
"Any unjustified discrimination in determin
ing who may participate in political affairs 
••. undermines the legitimacy of represent
ative government." The government's in
terest in protecting the openness of the polit
ical process against racial discrimination is 
well established, see e.g., Terry v. Adams, 345 
U.S. 461 (1953); Smith v. Allwright, 321 U.S. 
649 ( 1944), and this rationale extends to the 
prevention of other invidious and irrational 
extends to the prevention of other invidious 
and irrational barriers to participation in 
democratic self government. As the Court re
marked in invalidating the poll tax, "Wealth, 
like race, creed, or color, is not germane to 
one's ability to participate intelligently in the 
electoral process." H-arper v. Virginia Board 
of Elections, 383 U.S. 663, 668 (1966). 

As the sound truck case, Kovacs v. Cooper, 
336 U .S. 77 (1948) (opinion of Reed J.) 
makes clear, the First Amendment does not 
guarantee the right of the loudest voice to 
drown out all others. One authority has 
noted that "the most important effect of 
money in a political campaign is not that the 
candidate with the most money will win, but 
that the candidate with the lesser amount of 
money will not be able to present his case 
to undecided voters." Lobel, "Federal Con
trol of Campaign Contributions," 51 Minn. 
L. Rev. 1, 3 (1966). "It is now well estab
lished that the First Amendment protects 
the rlght to receive lnronnatlon and ideas." 
Stanley v. Georgia, 394 u.s. 557, 564 (1969). 

Spending ceilings help insure a balanced 
fiow of differing points o! view to the public; 
by keeping any person or group from fiood
ing the media with material advocating a 
single point of view, the limits prevent a 
candidate from destroying, by sheer volume 
instead of reason, the effectiveness of the 
communications of other candidates. In or
der to protect the information fiow to the 
public, the Government is authorized to act 
affirmatively to insure that the First Amend
ment rights of all citizens to receive a variety 
of viewpoints are respected. In a medium of 
technological scarcity, such as radio or tele
vision, the government has been allowed to 
enforce such regulations as the Fairness and 
Equal Time doctrines on the ground that 
the public has a right "to receive suitable 
access to social, political, esthetic, moral and 
other ideas and experiences." Red Lion 
Broadcasting Co. v. FCC, 395 U.S. 367, 390 
( 1969) . One of the justifications for applying 
the antitrust laws to newspapers has been to 
prevent a single source from controlling all 
the channels of newspaper communication 
with the public: 

"It would be strange indeed, however, if 
the grave concern for freedom of the press 
which prompted adoption of the First 
Amendment should be read as a command 
that the government was without power to 
protect that freedom. The First Amendment, 
far from providing an argument against ap
plication of the Sherman Act, here provides 
powerful reasons to the contrary. That 
Amendment rests on the assumption that 
the widest possible dissemination of infor• 
mation from diverse and antagonistic sources 
is essential to the welfare of the public, that 
a free press is a condition of a free society. 
Surely a command that the government it· 
self shall not impede the free fiow of ideas 
does not afford nongovernment combina
tions a refuge if they impose restraints upon 
the constitutionally guaranteed freedom. 
Freedom to publish means freedom for all 
and not for some. Freedom to publish 1s 
guaranteed by the Constitution, but free
dom to combine to keep others from pub
lishing is not. Freedom of the press from 
governmental interference under the First 
Amendment does not sanction repression of 
that freedom by private interests. The First 
Amendment affords not the slightest sup
port for the contention that a combination 
to restrain trade in news and views has any 
constitutional immunity." 

Associated Press v. United States, 326 U.S. 
1, 20 (1945). See also Citizen Publishing Co. 
v. United States, 394 U.S. 131, 139 (1969). 

Even the associational rights of organiza
tions must give way when necessary to pro
tect the First Amendment rights of free ex
pression of their members. Railway Em
ployees' Department v. Hanson, 351 U.S. 225 
(1956); Internati onal Assoeiation of Machin
ists v. Street, 367 U.S. 740 (1961); Lathrop 
v. Donohue, 367 U.S. 820 (1961). 

Finally, contribution and expenditure 
ceilings will ensure the quality of votes cast 
in primary and general elections, an interest 
the Supreme Court has recognized not only 
in the reapportionment cases, see e.g ., Baker 
v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186 (1962); Reynolds v. 
Sims, 377 U.S. 533 (1964), but in cases over
turning state laws that imposed financial 
burdens (see Harper v. V i rginia Board of 
Elections, 383 U.S. 663 (1966)) and property 
qualifications (see City of Phoenix v. 
Kolodziejski, 399 U.S. 205 (1970); Cipriano v. 
City of Houma, 395 U.S. 701 (1969)) on the 
right to vote. The Court has 6Sserted that 
"The right to vote freely for the candidate 
of one's choice is of the essence of a demo
cratic society, and any restrictions on that 
right strike at the heart of representative 
government," Reynolds v. Sims, supra, at 543, 
and that "No right is more precious in a free 
country than that of having voice in the 
election of those who make the laws under 
which, as good citizens, we must live. Other 

rights, even the most basic, are musory if 
the right to vote is undermined." Wesberry 
v. Sanders, 376 U.S. 1, 17 (1964). Limitations 
on contributions and expenditures help 
equalize the weight of each ballot cast in 
much the same way as does redistricting to 
ensure that legislative districts have equal 
number of voters. Dollars magnify the voting 
power of the big contributor. Large dona
tions invariably buy increased infiuence 
over and access to candidates, decreasing 
proportionately the power of smaller contrib
utors to have a candidate meaningfully con
sider their views. In addition to effectuating 
the principle of "one man, one vote," the 
financial realities of campaigning make it 
necessary also to enforce the principle of 
"$250, (or $500) , one person," in order to 
assure that some voters are not "more equal" 
than others in the eyes of candidates or 
elected officials. 

VI. The Proposed Ceilings on Contributions 
and Expenditures Do Not Unconstitutionally 
Discriminate Against Non-Incumbents. 

Neither the Constitution nor state statute 
sanctifies the status of incumbency in this 
country, and incumbents have no inherent 
legal right to a specially protected position in 
any system of financing campaigns. In dis
cussing the related question of the status of 
minor parties the Supreme Court stated: "All 
political ideas cannot and should not be 
channeled into the programs of our two ma
jor parties. History has amply proved the vir
tue of political activity by minority, dissident 
groups, who innumerable times have been in 
the vanguard of democratic thought and 
whose programs were ultimately accepted ..• 
The absence of such voices would be a sys
tem of grave illness in our society." Any ceil
ings on contributions and expenditures must 
be absolutely neutral vis-a-vis incumbents 
and nonincumbents. This does not mean, 
however, that ceilings are absolutely uncon
stitutional, but it does mean that ceilings 
must be drafted so as not to contribute to 
the entrenchment of incumbents or place 
special obstacles in the path of nonincum
bents who seek to displace the incumbents of 
the moment. 

The principles of government neutrality 
are mustrated by two recent Supreme Court 
cases, Williams v. Rhodes, 393 U.S. 23 (1968), 
in which state laws regulating political par
ties were struck down, and Jenness v. Fort
son, 403 U.S. 431 (1971), in which they were 
upheld. In Williams v. Rhodes, supra, the 
American Independent Party and the Socia
list Labor Party challenged the constitution
ality of certain Ohio laws which required a 
party other than the Democrats or the Re
publicans to obtain petitions signed by quali
fied electors totaling 15% of the votes cast 
in the preceding gubernatorial election in 
order to win a place on the Presidential bal
lot. Numerous other burdens were imposed on 
the establishment of new parties. In order 
to be recognized on a ballot, a party had to 
elect a county central committee for each 
county in Ohio and elect a state central com
mittee consisting of two members from each 
Congressional district, it had to elect dele
gates to a national conven tion, and its can
didates for nomination in the primary had to 
file petitions signed by qualified electors. 
Technicalities of state law which disquali
fied persons who had voted in another party's 
primary in the last four years from serving 
as convention delegates and from signing pri
mary nominating petitions made the selec
tion of delegates and the collection of peti
tions made the selection of delegates and the 
collection of petition signatures extremely 
difficult. The Democrats and the Republicans 
faced substantially smaller burdens, since 
they were allowed to retain their ballot posi
tion simply by obt~ining 10% of the vote in 
the last gubernatorial election and did not 
need to obtain any signature petitions to ap
pear on the Presidential ballot. 

The Supreme Court held that these restric-
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tlons on minority parties unconstitutionally 
denied Equal Protection of the laws to per
sons who wanted to organize themselves into 
minority parties and to persons who wished 
to vote for minority party candidates, be
cause the Ohio laws made it "virtually im
possible," 393 U.S. at 24, 25, for a new politi
cal party, even though it might have hun
dreds of thousands of members, to get its 
candidates placed on the Presidential ballot. 
The Court stated that "the Ohio laws before 
us give the two old, established parties a 
decided advantage over any new parties 
struggling for existence and thus place sub
stantially unequal burdens on both the right 
to vote and the right to associate." 393 U.S. 
at 31. The rationale of the Court's decision 
is contained in the following passage: 

"[Ohio) claims that the State may validly 
promote a two-party system in order to en
courage compromise and political stability. 
The fact is, however, that the Ohio system 
does not merely favor a •two-party system'; it 
favors two particular parties-the Republi
cans and the Democrats-and in effect tends 
to give them a complete monopoly. There 
is, of course, no reason why two parties 
should retain a permanent monopoly on the 
right to have people vote for or against them. 
Competition in ideas and governmental poli
cies is at the core of our electoral process 
and of the First Amendment freedoms." 
393 U.S. at 31-32. A valid state interest 
in the prevention of "multitudinous frag
mentary groups" on the ballot was recog
nized but the Court stated that this danger 
was in the instant case no more than "the
oretically imaginable." 393 U.S. at 23. 

Jenness v. Fortson, supra, concerned a chal
lenge by the Socialist Workers Party to a 
Georgia law which provided that a candidate 
for elective public office who did not enter 
and win a political party's primary (a "po
litical party" was defined as an organization 
whose candidate received 20 % or more of the 
vote at the most recent gubernatorial or pres
idential election) could have his name 
printed on the ballot at the general election 
only if he has filed a nominating petition 
signed by at least 5 % of the number of regis
tered voters at the last general election for 
the office in question. The Court unani
mously upheld the Georgia statute, distin
guishing (with less than total clarity) Wil
liams v. Rhodes primarily on the basis that 
the Ohio qualifications were significantly 
more restrictive and comprehensive: 

"But the Williams case, it is clear, pre
sented a statutory scheme vastly different 
from the one before us here. Unlike Ohio, 
Georgia freely provides for write-in votes. 
Unlike Ohio, Georgia does not require every 
candidate to be the nominee of a political 
party, but fully recognizes independent can
didacies. Unlike Ohio, Georgia does not fix 
an unreasonably early filing deadline for can
didates not endorsed by established parties. 
Unlike Ohio, Georgia does not impose upon a 
small party or a new party the Proscrutean 
requirement of establishing elaborate pri
mary election machinery. Finally, and in sum, 
Georgia's election laws, unlike Ohio's do not 
operate to freeze the political status quo." 
403 U.S. at 438. 

The dispositive factors for the Court were 
apparently the fact that the impact of the 
overall Georgia scheme did not weigh as heav
ily upon the organizational abilities of minor 
parties or independent candidates as did the 
Ohio requirements. Also, the Court empha
sized that the major party candidates were 
not especially favored, since a major party 
candidate would have to win a difficult and 
perhaps costly primary battle to get his name 
on the ballot, a barrier which could be 
roughly approximated to the difficulty of col
lecting the signatures of 5 % of the elector
ate. The Court closed lts opinion with a 
statement of principle which should be borne 

in mind in considering the treatment of non
incumbents in a system of financing cam
paigns which imposes contribution and ex
penditure ceilings. 

"The fact is that there are obvious differ
ences in kind between the needs and poten
tials of a political party with historically 
established broad support, on the one hand, 
and a new or small political organization on 
the other. Georgia has not been guilty of 
invidious discrimination in recognizing these 
differences and providing different routes to 
the printed ballot. Sometimes the grossest 
discrimination can lie in treating things that 
are different as though they were exactly 
alike. 

"There is surely an important state inter
est in requiring some preliminary showing of 
a significant modicum of support before 
printing the name of a political organiza
tion's candidate on the ballot--the interest, if 
no other, in avoiding confusion, deception, 
and even frustration of the democratic proc
ess at the general election." 403 U.S. at 441-
442. 

Ceilings on contributions and expenditures 
do not in themselves discriminate invidiously 
against minority party, independent, or non
incumbent candidates. It is clear that some 
reasonable balance must be made between 
imposing ceilings which will reduce the cor
rupting influence of money and allowing 
nonincumbents to raise enough money to 
effectively challenge incumbents. If properly 
drawn. no special barriers are thrown in the 
path of nonincumbents and the standard of 
Rhodes and Jenness is satisfied. 
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be for certain minimum periods (e.g., 30 sec
onds), on the theory that very short "spot" 
ads are (like commercial advertising) in
tended simply to condition rather than in
form and are likely to be somewhat deceptive 
because they convey a simplistic "image" of 
a candidate. 

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY, 
New York, N.Y., May 3, 1973. 

BURTON V. WIDES, Esq., 
Staff Counsel to Senator Hart, U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. WmEs: I have finally had the time 

to read S. 1103, the Congressional Election 
Finance Act of 1973, along with the explana
tory material accompanying it. It seems to 
me to be a remarkably successful attempt to 
eliminate or reduce abuses in the financing 
of Congressional elections while avoiding 
or significantly reducing the gravity of the 
Constitutional difficulties that had plagued 
previous proposals intended to deal with 
the problem. The ingenuity employed 
throughout was most impressive. 

Differential funding for minor parties and 
others has generally been thought to give 
rise to serious equal protection issues; never
theless, permitting a candidate to bypass 
the subsidy procedure, and also according the 
option to obtain a subsidy but supplement it 
by private contributions up to prescribed 
limits, seem in combination so reasonable 
and fair as to be likely to withstand Consti
tutional challenges--especially in the light 
of the very serious evils the legislation is 
intended to correct. 

Similarly, the restrictions on individual 
contributions appear justified from the 
standpoint of eliminating the evil, or at 
least the appearance of evil, inherent in de
pendence of candidates upon large contribu
tors. Moreover, the limit on contributions 
also offers a creative solution to the apparent 
dilemma Of having to choose among allowing 
unrestricted "independent" activity in sup
port of a candidate, charging unwelcome 
expenditures to a candidate's permitted total, 
or permitting the candidate to assert a veto 
on efforts of such supporters to spend money 
in his behalf. 

Finally, the provisions for posting of a 
security deposit, and forfeiture thereof if a 
certain vote is not obtained, while serving 
as a deterrent to unknown candidates, can 
probably be justified as the only practicable 
screening device to distinguish, for pur
poses of subsidy, frivolous from serious 
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candidates-particularly at the primary 
stage. 

It seems to me also that section 18 (c) of 
the blll adequately disposes of e.ny sel!
incrlmination problems that might have 
otherwise arisen out of the conjunction of 
reporting requirements and a criminal sanc
tion. 

The foregoing, of course, are extremely 
general observations, and there may be some 
specific matter.; that will stlll prove trouble
some. In general, however, I believe that 
Senator Hart and his staff should be con
gratulated on having produced what ap
pears to me to be far and away the most 
successful attempt to cleanse the procedures 
for financing elections while minimizing the 
likelihood of serious Constitutional difficul
ties. 

As matters proceed, if there should be any 
further thoughts that you would like to 
have from me, or questions on which I might 
be able to be of assistance to you, please 
do not hesitate to call upon me. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALBERT J. ROSENTHAL, 

Professor of Law. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I am grate
ful to the Senator from Iowa. He has 
stated correctly the need of an intelli
gent response. I hope we shall be able to 
achieve it. I close as I opened by thank
ing the Senator from California, not just 
for organizing the floor discussion which 
is tedious, but also for the great work 
which the Senator has done. He has 
given very careful study to the various 
proposals. Most of all, I think he is 
able to describe in language that is free 
of either traditional expressions of poli
ticians or technical expressions of polit
ical science, language understandable to 
the citizens of this country, the value to 
them of doing what some may say is per
mitting us as politicians to put our hands 
into the treasury and obtain the means 
to run for office. 

The Senator from California was able, 
I think very effectively, to make clear 
that until treasury funds are used not 
every citizen can be conscious that we 
are his Senator. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Michigan for 
his very generous remarks. 

I . thank the Senator for his pioneer 
work in this :field and for the labor he 
has performed this afternoon in carry
ing out much of this discussion. His con
tributions have been tremendous. 

Everyone who knows the Senator from 
Michigan knows his great integrity. 
That fact alone will lend great credit 
to the discussion we have had this after
noon. 

Mr. President, I yield now to the Sen
ator from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) who 
has also done a great deal of work in 
this :field. 

PUBLIC FINANCING IS NEEDED NOW 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from California. 

Mr. President, novelty is usually con
sidered a dangerous quality in political 
issues, and for some the idea of public 
:financing of elections is . a novelty. In 
fact, it is a well seasoned and carefully 
considered concept proposed to the Con
gress 66 years ago in the following 
statement: 

It is well to provide that corporations shall 
not contribute to presidential or national 

campaigns and furthermore to provide for 
the publication of both contributions and 
expenditures. There is however, always dan
ger in laws of this kind, which from their 
very nature are difficult of enforcement: The 
danger being lest they be obeyed only by the 
honest, and disobeyed by the unscrupulous, 
so as to act only as a penalty upon honest · 
men. There is a very radical measure which 
would, I believe, work a substanital improve
ment in our system of conducting a cam
paign. 

The proposed "radical meaure" is pub
lic :financing of the major political par
ties. The speaker is President Theodore 
Roosevelt delivering his state of the 
Union address in 1907. 

Like President Roosevelt I have sup
ported the public disclosure of contribu
tions and expenditures in election cam
paigns. I was a sponsor of the bill which 
became the Federal Elections Campaign 
Act of 1971, requiring such disclosure for 
campaigns for Federal office. 

But also like President Roosevelt, I 
have become convinced that such dis
closure has only limited effectiveness, 
and that the only way to truly reform 
our system of election campaigns is to 
provide for public financing of them, 
coupled with strict limits on the amount 
of total expenditures for campaigns and 
on the amount of individual and group 
contributions. 

I believe the public has two interests 
at stake to which the issue of public 
:financing relates. First, the public has 
an interest in a clean, honest system of 
Federal elections. In this regard we would 
want to remove the corrosive effect of 
big money from our campaigns, thus 
making our elected officials less depend
ent on special interest groups and more 
able to respond to the needs and desires 
of all of the people they represent. Fur
ther, we would want to control the in
credible growth in campaign expendi
tures, to ensure that elections cannot be 
purchased by the candidate who amasses 
the largest war chest. 

Second, the public has an interest in 
promoting vigorous, open electoral con
tests in which all sides have adequate re
sources to put their contrasting views 
and positions before the electorate, in 
order that the voters may make an in
formed choice among the alternatives 
presented. 

It might be possible to satisfy one of 
these two interests by means other than 
public :financing. It is my view, however, 
that public :financing is the only way to 
accommodate both of these interests 
concurrently. 

We would probably be able to control 
the influence of big money and the ag
gregate amounts of campaign expendi
tures by enacting a system of contribu
tion and expenditure limits. Indeed, such 
a system is proposed in S. 372, the bill 
before us now. If, however, the contribu
tion limits are set low enough to be 
meaningful-and, I believe, they should 
be lower than proposed in the bill-there 
is the very real danger that they may 
turn out to be an "incumbent protection 
system." We all know what tremendous 
advantages incumbents have already
widespread name recognition, the frank, 
substantial sta:tr resources, et cetera. If 

we place on top of these advantages a 
set of low contribution limitations, it may 
be nearly impossible for a challenger to 
raise enough funds to get an adequate 
hearing for his views. 

The real issue, it seems to me, is the 
equalization of access to the political 
arena. This is one of the principles which 
was of great concern to our Founding 
Fathers. This ideal was imperfectly met 
at the birth of our republic and it is im
perfectly met today, but we have made 
great strides toward meeting it during 
our history. The great extensions of the 
franchise-to blacks, to women, and 
most recently to our younger citizens
the abolition of the poll tax, the direct 
election of Senators-all of these were 
designed to remove barriers to the par
ticipation of our people in the selection 
of their leaders and to equalize control 
over political outcomes. 

Yet what is the situation with regard 
to :financing of campaigns. Certain indi
victuals and special interest groups are 
able to contribute enormous sums to 
candidates for office. Certainly the views 
of these individuals and groups are more 
likely to receive a hearing by the govern
ment than those of people who can con
tribute little or nothing. In effect the 
rich 1?-ave more votes than the poor, and 
equality of access to politics and govern
ment is restricted. 

. Furthermore, incumbent officials, by 
VIrtue of their wider recognition and 
their already being in office, have a much 
easier time raising funds than do chal
lengers. This larger amount of money 
coupled with the other advantages of in
cumbency, permit such candidates to 
put their views before the electorate 
mo::e often and more effectively than 
their opponents. Again, equality of · ac
cess to the political arena is restricted. 

Public :financing of election campaigns 
would rectify these imbalances. If can
didates received their campaign funds 
from the public, elected officials could 
relate to all individuals and groups 
within their constituency on an approxi
mately equal footing. If all major candi
dates had approximately the same re
sources at their disposal, all ideas and 
views could receive a fair hearing in the 
marketplace. 

I have not spoken of any specific pro
posals for a system of public :financing. 
I am cosponsor of two bills, one intro
duced by Senator HART and the other in
troduced by Senator STEVENSON and my
self. Both of these bills, I think, contain 
features which should be included in a 
public :financing law. The chairman of 
the Rules Committee, Senator CANNON 
has promised to hold hearings on thes~ 
proposals in September. Such a complex 
subject needs full hearings and reflective 
consideration by the appropriate com
mittees of the Congress. 

I hope, however, that once hearings are 
concluded, the committee will promptly 
report a proposal to the Senate. The polls 
show that the public favors public fi
nancing of elections by a 2-to-1 mar
gin. I hope that the Congress will heed 
the wishes of the people and enact a sys
tem of public financing of all Federal 
elections before the close of the 93d Con-
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gress. This is an idea whose time has 
come. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, a re
curring problem in our society is the need 
to scrap and replace historical institu
tions and practices which have become 
outmoded. And one of the best examples -
of an American way whose time has 
passed is our method of paying for polit
ical campaigns. 

It may have been all right in the free
swinging, underpopulated, largely agrar
ian democracy of the 19th century to 
have our political candidates raise cam
paign money as they saw fit. At worst, 
the rich got richer and the poor got poor
er and the consequences of corruption 
did not touch the soul of the American 
people. 

But we are living in a totally different 
world in this the final third of the 20th 
century. Social and economic power has 
mushroomed prodigiously. We have the 
ability to destroy the world again and 
again. An incipient American dictator 
would find in our Government light now 
the tools for surveillance, for manipu
lation, for control, and for retribution, 
which exceed even George Orwell's pre
dictions. We have developed corporate 
conglomerates whose assets dwarf the 
wealth of nations. Our very Government 
has grown into an unwieldy behemoth
a power unto itself with no certainty that 
anyone is really in charge. 

In the struggle to control these vast 
power resources, our institutions for gov
erning ourselves-our elected officials
become major targets for those who seek 
to dominate the system. If we are going 
to be successful in keeping our elected of
ficials responsive to the people, we must 
begin with the understanding that gain
ing control of power and not petty thiev
ery is what political corruption means 
in the 1970's. And if there was any ques
tion about this before the ruthless misuse 
of power which the Watergate witnesses 
are daily testifying to, there should be 
none now. 

The Watergate affair was a gross per
version of our democracy. But it was not 
an improbable consequence of the way 
campaign contributions in the huge sums 
we have seen in recent campaigns inevi
tably corrupt the political environment. 

When we discuss public financing of 
campaigns, we must begin with the cen
tral and absolute necessity that we end 
the pervasively insidious influence big 
money has on the democratic process. 
That is the problem, and other concerns 
like convenience, cost, and enforcement 
of various reform proposals are of sec
ondary importance. If the role of the big 
contribution continues to escalate in poli
tics, Watergate will be only the first 
chapter in the deterioration of demo
cratic government in the United States. 

So when a California taxpayer writes 
to me about public financing of cam
paigns saying, "Senator CRANSTON, is it 
not enough that my taxes go to pay your 
salary? Why should I have to pay for 
your election, too?" I respond by saying, 
"It is not my election, it is your elec
tion. If you want to control it, if you want 
the man you elect to be responsive to you 
and your problems, you wm not mind 

paying the couple of dollars a year pub
lic financing will cost you. 

"But if you do not care, if you want to 
continue turning our elective process over 
to the highest bidder, of allowing some 
fat cat to carve out his piece of your 
Senator or Congressman, then you have 
got to suffer the consequences, like higher 
taxes, because wealthy contributors are 
getting preferential tax treatment, or like 
higher prices because cprporate manipu
lation of the economy is administratively 
overlooked or legislatively exempted from 
laws whic!1 are supposed to protect the 
consumer-in other words, you. 

"Mister taxpayer, you would get that 
$2 back a hundred times if it was used 
to limit the amount of influence any one 
man could acquire with his Senator or 
Congressman-if it could give the mid
dle-income wage earners and even poor 
folks an equal footing in politics with the 
wealthy." 

When I say this to my constituents, I 
fully realize that I am conceding that I 
feel the pressures of the system just like 
every other elected official. Some of us 
yield and succumb to those pressures 
more, some of us less. We all feel them. 

The costs of today's political cam
paigning forces a candidate to seek 
hundreds of thousands and sometimes 
millions of dollars from private interests. 
They may come to you, the candidate, if 
you look like a good bet to win. But 
whether you look like a winner or not, 
you the candidate and your campaign 
fund raisers must seek them out. 

Running for statewide office in Cali
fornia is an extreme illustration of the 
magnitude of such a fund-raising effort. 
A Senator from California serves the 
largest constituency ever to be repre
sented by a legislator in the history of the 
world. Its 21 million people constitute a 
legislative district where political cam
paigning is big business requiring mil
lions of dollars in a contest between two 
strong candidates. 

As much as !-along with many of 
my colleagues-would prefer to keep con
tributions small and broadly based, some 
reliance on the big giver is made politi
cally inescapable for me because of the 
huge amount of money needed for a suc
cessful campaign in California. So I enter 
a campaign knowing that I'm going to 
have to spend a substantial amount of 
my campaign time seeking out large con
tributors-time that would be more prop
erly spent studying and speaking out on 
the issues and seeing and meeting as 
many constituents as possible regardless 
of their financial status. 

It is a fact of life I and other success
ful candidates will have to live with until 
we adopt a rational, healthy system of 
election financing. Such a system must 
include support from the public treasury 
so that private individual contributions 
can be limited sufficiently to end the ad
vantage a wealthy contributor can pres
ently gain-and still provide enough 
funding to insure that the voters will be 
reached. 

The bill before us, S. 372, is commend
able in its efforts to set limits on private 
contributions. But a $100,000 annual con
tribution or $5,000 to one candidate is 

still big money. The average man with 
his $12,000 average income can not make 
a $5,000 contribution. Even with the pas
sage of S. 372,. even as it may be amended, 
the big contributor will sw·ely still have 
a substantial advantage over the man in 
the street. 

The effect of such contributions on the 
victorious incumbent is sometimes bla
tant, but usually subtle. 

He knows his victory was won in part 
by the generosity of those individuals 
who made large donations. He knows who 
they are. He remembers their names and 
the names of their companies. 

If he is an honest man, the incumbent 
will not let big contributors determine 
how he is going to vote--one way or 
another. 

But even the honest man finds that he 
must give something of himself-his time 
and attention to the big giver's concerns, 
his sympathetic ear, his willingness to 
intervene when he can do so legitimately. 

The officeholder recognizes that while 
some big givers contribute solely for the 
sake of good government and a belief in 
the candidate and his principles, they are 
in the minority. He knows that the ma
jority of the big givers expect their con
tributions to give them access to an 
officeholder. At the least, this access is 
seen as the ability to drop into his office 
anytime for informal visits, as well as 
the ability to present their views to the 
officeholder before he acts on an issue. 

A busy office holder can only see a 
limited, finite number of people in any 
day. He will always do his very best to 
fit into his schedule someone who was a 
major contributor to his campaign. This 
may squeeze out someone who has a 
much-perhaps more--to say, but who 
was not a big contributor. Thus the con
tributor has a better chance to have ac
cess than the non-contributor. I submit 
that this is inevitable-but utterly unfair. 

Thus political big money imperceptibly 
but inevitably erodes the impartiality of 
our best men and our best institutions. In 
a world where we've suddenly achieved 
such enormous powers to control, to cor
rupt, and to destroy, we must not allow 
this erosion to continue. 

It seems to me that public financing 
of campaigns is the only workable alter
native which will permit a low-enough 
limit on private contributions to assure 
equity for the average American. I will 
shortly discuss one approach to public 
financing which I believe can achieve the 
objectives of campaign finance reform. 
But before I do, I would like to make a 
general comment on Congress responsi
bility in this area. 

I believe that as elected Members of 
Congress, we all have a moral responsi
bility to tell the American people that 
the present system of campaign finance 
impairs the health of our democratic in
stitutions. We are clearly in the best posi
tion to know the effects of big money in 
politics. We should have the courage to 
tell the American people how big money 
affects us. 

If we agree that public financing is 
necessary, we have a responsibility to 
make that argument to the American 
people. We should explain why public 
support must include the primary as well 
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as the general election. We should ex
plain that if private contributions are 
adequately limited, the only alternatives 
to public finance must inevitably include 
restrictions on the candidate's freedom 
to make his case before the voters. 

I think the American people are in the 
mood for honesty. I know they will accept 
change in our method of financing elec
tions if we, who are the products of elec
tions, talk to them honestly about the 
problem. 

I would now like to tum to the discus
sion of my proposal for public financing, 
stressing as I do so that the proposal is 
not intended to be an amendment to S. 
372. My discussion is only to comment on 
the feasibility of such a financing system. 

I propose a public financing program 
which combines limited private contribu
tions with a system of Federal matching 
funds. Under this program, an individ
ual's contributions to any one candidate 
for Federal office would be limited to $250. 

In order to participate in tne Federal 
matching program, a candidate would 
have to be a legally announced candi
date. Subsequently, he would have to 
raise an initial minimum campaign fund 
through private contributions. For sena
torial and congressional candidates, this 
initial fund would be $10,000 and $2,500 
respectively. Presidential candidates 
would have to raise a substantially larger 
fund of $100,000. 

Having met these requirements, a can
didate would be eligible for the Federal 
matching subsidy where each contribu
tion of $50 or less would be matched by 
Federal funds. 

I propose that all private contributions 
as well as the Federal funds under this 
system be deposited in a trust account in 
a State or National bank. Administration 
of the account, which would also include 
issuing checks for all campaign expendi
tures, would rest with a bank trust officer 
appointed by some element of the Fed
eral judiciary. 

The great problem with any public 
financing plan is assuring total account
ability in the disbursement of Federal 
funds. One way to do this is by using an 
impartial trust officer-chosen not by the 
candidate or by some o:Hicial in the ex
ecutive branch which can be so politically 
motivated as we have seen in Watergate, 
but chosen by the judicial branch. 

The matching program would work 
as follows: 

The trust officer would submit infor
mation about each contribution and its 
contributor to the Federal Elections 
Commission for certification. The com
mission would withhold certification of 
the contribution if the total contribution 
by the individual in a single year to the 
candidate exceeds $50. If the contribu
tion is certified, Federal matching funds 
in the ratio of 2 to 1 for the primary, or 
4 to 1 for the general and special elec
tions, would be sent to the candidate's 
trust account. That is, for each $50 con
tribution, the Federal government would 
provide $100 in matching funds for a pri
mary contest, or $200 for a gener.al elec
tion. 

Each candidate would be limited in the 
amount of Federal subsidy he could ob
tain. Presidential and senatorial candi-

dates could expend up to 10 cents per 
person of voting age per State in a pri
mary and 15 cents per person of voting 
age in the general election. 

Federal matching funds would thus be 
limited to 6% cents per person of voting 
age in the primary a.nd 12 cents per per
son of voting age in the general election. 

Congressional candidates' entitlement 
would be no more than $90,000 for those 
from States with more than one congres
sional district or $125,000 for those from 
States with a single congressional dis
trict. 

Under the matchin·g program, candi
dates could accept some private contri
butions: those in excess of $50 but less 
than $250 which would not qualify for 
the matching program. However, such 
contributions would be severely limited to 
a total of $5,000 for a congressional can
didate, $20,000 for a senatorial candidate, 
and $200,000 for a Presidential candidate. 

With such tight limits on nonmatching 
private contributions added to the incen
tives of matching funds, a candidate is 
encouraged to seek out the small con
tributor, the average workingman. Po
litical influence no longer will require the 
kind of contributions made by Ashland 
Oil or American Airlines, which we have 
recently been reading about. It no longer 
will require the $2 million contribution of 
a Clement Stone. The American working 
man and woman will be put on a par 
with the executives of the largest corpo
rations, because their $50 contribution 
bolstered by the Federal matching funds 
become just as important as what the 
executive can give. 

Unlike other public financing propo
sals, my matching program makes no 
distinction between the subsidies which 
major and minor party candidates re
ceive. 

The artificial limits which are imposed 
by other proposals severely hamper the 
ability of minor party candidates. Those 
proposals fail to recognize that in some 
States or districts a minor party may be, 
in fact, the major party, or that some 
candidates are able to run successfully as 
independents with widespread support. 
With artificial limits, these candidates 
would find it impossible to run a winning 
campaign. 

My proposal places no restrictions on 
the minor party or independent candi
date. He can participate in the matching 
program as fully as he has a base of 
support. 

Mr. President, we incumbents have a 
totally understandable desire to protect 
ourselves. We would be less than human 
if we did not. 

But we also know that equal opportu
nity is the very essence of democracy
and that the protection of equal oppor
tunity for all Americans supersedes the 
importance of protecting ourselves as 
successful incumbents. 

I say this to my fellow incumbents: 
We have overwhelming advantages al
ready, quite apart from the matter of 
money. Some of these advantages-such 
as the name recognition that comes from 
public service-cannot be affected by any 
form of legislation. But if we insist 
upon maintaining-or expanding and 
strengthening-the money-raising ad-

vantages we already possess, we will, in 
the light of the overwhelming and obvi
ous need for reform, betray our trust. 
And, actually, I am convinced we would 
only be postponing the inevitable-for 
reform will come in response to what 
will become an unyielding demand for it 
from the people we represent and I pre
dict that more than one of those incum
bents who stands in its path will be swept 
aside-and out. 

What have our careers in public life 
meant if we permit self-interest to domi
nate our actions on this most crucial of 
issues? 

And make no mistake--ending our 
electoral system's dependence on large 
private donations may be the most cru
cial issue of our time since it will be the 
determining factor in how we resolve all 
of the other problems we face as aNa
tion. The issue goes to the very heart of 
how our democracy works and to whether 
our freedoms will survive. 

The Constitution is silent on political 
parties and on how campaigns are con
ducted-creating what has become an 
exposed, vital gap in our protections to 
the functioning of our democratic proc
ess. We must fill that gap with safe
guards comparable to those we provide 
for other aspects of the democratic 
process. 

In the early days of the Republic, there 
were no such vast sums for campaigning. 

When Abraham Lincoln ran for Con
gress in 1846, his supporters raised $200 
for his campaign. -

He won-and gave back $199.25, say
ing: 

I did not need the money. I made the can
vass on my own horse; my entertainment, 
being at the houses of friends, cost me noth
ing; and my only outlay was 75 cents for a 
barrel of cider, which some farmhands in• 
slsted I should treat to. 

Lincoln's concern with the barrel of 
cider is enviable. He did not have to 
worry about TV spots, computerized mass 
mailings, whistle stopping by jet, $1,000 
a plate dinners, or the other superchrome 
paraphernalia of today's campaigns. 
And, as President, Lincoln did not have 
to be concerned with instant nuclear 
strike, multinational corporations, so
phisticated surveillance devices, a media 
potential for infiuencing if not control
ling the minds of millions of Americans, 
nor even the income tax. 

Mr. President, public financing of elec
tive campaigns is made necessary by to
day's circumstances in today's world. 

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, briefly 
I wish to associate myself with the re
marks on this important matter by my 
distinguished colleague. 

I would make an additional point--in 
my opinion public financing would help 
the challenger rather than the incum
bent. 

I say this from personal experience. It 
is far more di:Hicult for the challenger 
to raise money for a campaign and pub
lic financing clearly removes this dis
advantage, and then makes the election 
fairer. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. ABOUREZK), who is absent 
on official business, I ask unanimous con-
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sent that a statement by him relating to 
campaign spending limitations be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR ABOUREZK 

I regret very much that I am unable to 
take part personally in this colloquy on a 
subject which I feel is as important as any 
facing this Congress, and I appreciate very 
much Senator Eiden's courtesy in introduc
ing this statement into the Record on my 
behalf. 

Rather than repeating all of the points 
which I know will be discussed thoroughly 
by the distinguished participants in this col
loquy, I would like to look briefly at the 
question of overall campaign spending ceil
ings as they relate to the public financing 
of Federal elections. 

As Senators know S . 372, which is before 
the Senate today, proposes an overall ceiling 
on campaign expenditures. This question of 
supposedly excessive campaign spending, and 
the limitation of such spending, has become 
almost the keystone of reform minded con
sideration of the campaign financing prob
lem. 

I feel very strongly that excessive spending 
is not the heart of the problem. Myopic con
cern with this one area creates a false illusion 
of reform. Simple enactment of a ceiling is 
not an adequate response to the problems we 
face. It may, in fact, be a step backwards 
if not coupled with other import ant re
forms. 

In order to see why a spending ceiling alone 
cannot do the job, we need only keep our 
eye on the real problem with our present sys
tem of campaign financing. That problem 
is that the ability to raise needed campaign 
money on the one hand, and to give money 
on the other hand, is possessed by candidates, 
individuals, and interest groups in no ration
al relation to their ability, or to t heir num
ber. 

Because incumbents are better able to 
raise funds than noninc'l.unbents, because 
wealthy individuals are better able to give 
money than poor individuals, and because 
rich or tightly organized groups are better 
able to raise and direct contributions than 
are poor or disorganized groups, campaign 
contributions become a serious distorting 
factor working against the one man one 
vote model on whicb,. our system rests. 

In addition to this distortion of influence, 
the present system creates the certain ap
pearance, and too frequent reality, that big 
contributors are buying influence wit h their 
contributions. 

By clamping a ceiling on campaign spend
ing we may limit somewhat the amounts of 
money that a candidate must raise. But this 
limitation will do nothing to change the 
fact that what money is raised must come 
from the same private sources that have al
ways contributed. It will do nothing to 
change the fact that incumbents are far 
better able to raise money from these 
sources than are non-incumbents. It will do 
nothing to change the fact that politicians 
wlll still be beholden to the men and groups 
that give them their money. And it will do 
not hing to change the fact that scores of 
capable men and women stay out of elective 
politics precisely because they cannot, or are 
not willing to, engage in fund raising under 
t he present system. 

Ot her portions of S. 372, and the amend
ment s that will be offered to S. 372, go a 
little more directly toward the problem of 
money in politics. But these provisions, deal
ing with limits on the size of individual and 
group contributions, st ill seem to me to skirt 
the real problem. · 

So long as political fundraising remains 
little more than a system of organized beg
ging, we are going to have problems. Beg
gars are always beholden to those who sup-

port them. They live poorly, on the edge of 
poverty, and in constant fear that their 
benefactor may cut them off. 

Unlike a simple ceiling, public financing 
would replace politically charged private con
tributions with politically neuter public 
money. It would eliminate the temptation 
to corruption. It would insure that all serious 
candidates are able to run at least a decent 
race. It would save incumbents the demean
ing, time consuming, and sometimes com
promising task of touching their friends for 
campaign funds while at the same time per
mitting challengers a fair opportunity to 
state their case. 

Without public financing a spending ceil
ing is dangerously open to the charge that 
it is nothing more than an incumbent's re
election bill. It eliminates the possibility of 
the occasional heavily financed glamour 
challenge to an incumbent while preserving 
the more normal incumbent's advantage in 
fund raising and also increasing the real 
value of the incumbent's official privileges. 

I am sure I value my office as much as 
most others. But I also share what I think is 
a widespread concern in this body for the 
reputation and effectiveness of the office we 
hold. 

For this Congress to enact an incumbent's 
re-election bill as its only response to the 
Watergate would be disastrous. It would re
duce the credibility of all politicians from 
little to absolutely nothing. It would weaken 
us in every one of our important and legiti
mate contests with this or any future execu
tive. It would, in short, assure us of win
ning back the prize of office only at the ex
pense of grossly devaluating the office itself. 

On the other hand, a spending ceiling 
coupled with public financing makes emin
ent good sense. 

The spending ceiling would be an assur
ance to the public that their tax dollars 
would not be added to unlimited private 
contributions and result in nothing more 
than costlier campaigns. It would also be 
an assurance to incumbents that a million
aire challenger could not try to buy their 
office out from under them. 

The public financing would be an assur
ance to the public that their elected officials 
have not been bought by special interests. 
It would also assure incumbents and chal
lengers alike that they will have modest, 
but adequate amounts of money available 
to state their case to the voters. 

For a· per person charge of about the cost 
of a couple of McDonald's hamburgers the 
voting public can buy back into elective 
politics. For the psychic cost of perhaps the 
tiniest increase in the possibility of future 
defeat each of us can increase immensely 
the influence and the integrity of his own 
office. I think it is a good deal. I urge that 
we back up our support for the ceilings of 
S. 372 with support for public financing at 
the very earliest possible date. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join in this colloquy on public 
financing. Senator HuGH ScoTT and I 
have offered an amendment to the pend
ing legislation to provide pulbic financing 
for Senate and House elections, and to 
prohibit private financing for major 
party candidiates in all Federal elec
tions, presidential as well as congres
sional. 

Under terms of the amendment, pub-
lic funds will be available to candidates 
of major parties in Senate and House 
elections, based on a formula allocating 
20 cents for each voter in the jurisdic
tion in which the election is to be held, 
in accord with the spending ceiling pro
visions of S. 372. Candidates of minor 
parties will be entitled to public funds 
under two approaches-either in propor-

tion to the party's showing in the past 
election, or. retroactively, on the basis 
of its showing in current election. 

The provision prohibiting private fi
nancing by major party candidates al
lows minor party candidates to use pri
vate funds to reach the level of spending 

· of major party candidates. In addition 
the amendment applies only to generai 
and special elections, not to primaries 
and runoffs, which will continue to be fi
nanced by private funds. 

Under existing law, future Presiden
tial election campaigns will be financed 
by public funds through the so-called 
"dollar checkof," by which taxpayers in
dicate on their tax forms that $1 of 
their tax liability, or $2 on a joint re
turn, is to go into a general fund for 
financing Presidential campaigns. The 
amendment I have introduced with the 
distinguished Senator from Pennsyl
vania does not involve the tax form but 
in other respects, our proposal for Se'nate 
and House elections closely follows the 
law already applicable to Presidential 
elections. 

Mr. President, the most obvious lesson 
of Watergate is the corrosive power of 
money in politics. At a single stroke, by 
enacting a program of public financing 
for Fede~·al elections, we can shut off 
the underground dvers of private money 
that pollute politics at every level of the 
Federal Government. If Watergate has 
taught us anything, it is that disclosure' 
is not enough, that sunlight is not an 
adequate disinfectant for the infectious 
power of money in political campaigns. 

As everyone knows, the United States 
has the best political system that money 
can buy, and it is a disgrace to the prin
ciples on which our Republic stands. 
Congress has already gone part way. Al
ready, public funds will be available un
der existing law to finance the Presi
dential election campaign in 1976. The 
time has come to take the next great 
step toward open and honest govern
ment. 

The time is now ripe--indeed over
ripe-to eliminate private financing in 
our national elections and to apply the 
clear, simple principle of public financ~ 
ing to all Federal elections. Only in that 
manner can we drive the money chang
ers from the temple of Federal politics. 

I am honored and delighted to work 
with Senator HUGH SCOTT in a biparti
san effort to reach this goal. The Sena
tor from Pennsylvania has been an out
standing leader of legislation in many 
areas of election reform. I am pleased 
to join with him on this new effort, which 
offers such enormous benefit to Amer
icans concerned about the quality of our 
Government, and I urge the Senate to 
accept the amendment we have intro
duced. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a detailed summary of our 
amendment may be printed in the REc-
ORD. 

There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
PuBLIC FINANCING FOR FEDERAL ELECTIONS, 

PRINCIPAL PROVISIONS 

. 1. The amendment adds a new title, the 
"Congressional Election Campaign Fund Act," 
t o the Federal Election Code. The new Act 
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provides public financing for Senate and 
House elections, and 1s modeled closely on 
Senator Russell Long's Presidential Election 
Campaign Fund Act, passed by Congress in 
1971 and amended in 1973, which provides 
public financing for Presidential elections 
under existing law.• 

2. It provides public funds for general and 
special elections for the Senate and House, 
but not for primaries or run-off elections. 

3. It makes public financing mandatory for 
Senate and House elections. Thus, it bars the 
option of private financing by major candi
dates. However, a candidate of a major party 
may use private funds to make up a deficit 
in his entitlement of public funds. A candi
date of a minor party or a new party may use 
private funds only to reach the level of en
titlement of major party candidates. 

4. It also bars the option of private finan
cing for Presidential elections. This 1s the 
only change made by the amendment in the 
operation of the dollar check-off in existing 
law, which offers public financing as an 
alternative to private financing for Presi
dential elections. 

5. Constitutional and parliamentary con
siderations indicate that specific amend
ments to the Internal Revenue Code may not 
be in order on Senate-originated bills such 
as S. 372. Therefore, the amendment simply 
applies the basic principles of the provi
sions of the dollar check-off to Senate and 
House elections. Except as provided in this 
summary, the provisions of the amendment 
for Congressional elections are essentially 
identical to the provisions of the dollar 
check-off applicable to Presidential elections. 

6. The amendment establishes a Congres
sional Election Campaign Fund on the books 
of the Treasury, to be funded out of general 
appropriation acts of Congress, and from 
which public funds will be made available to 
eligible candidates. 

7. Unlike the dollar check-off, the fund 
for Congressional elections does not involve 
the tax form. However, amendments to the 
check-off on the Debt Ceiling Act of July 1, 
1973, have now eliminated the so-called "spe
cial" accounts, and have left only a "general" 
account to be allocated by formula among 
Presidential candidates. As a result, the Pres
idential Election Campaign Fund in present 
law 1s now closely similar to the Congres
sional Election Campaign Fund to be estab
lished by the amendment. 

8. The amendment follows the basic for
mula in the dollar check-off for allocating 
public funds among candidates of major and 
minor parties, but changes the entitlement 
to 20¢ a voter, in accord with the spending 
ceilings in S. 372. 

9. A candidate of a "major party"-a party 
that received 25% or more of the total num
ber of popular votes received by all candi
dates for the o1fice in the preceding elec
tion-is entitled to receive public funds in 
the amount of 20¢ per eligible voter. 

10. A candidate of a "minor party"-a 
party that received more than 5% but less 
than 25 % of the popular vote in the preced
ing election-is entitled to receive public 
funds in proportion to his share of the vote 
in the preceding election. A candidate of a 
minor party may increase his entitlement on 
the basis of his performance in the current 
election. 

11. A candidate of a "new party"-a party 
that is not a major party or a minor party
is entitled to receive public funds in propor
tion to his share of the popular vote in the 
current election, if he receives more than 5% 
of the vote in the election. 

12. Public funds will be available for ex
penditures made by a candidate of a major 
party during the period beginning with the 

•see the "Presidential Election Campaign 
Fund Act," P.L. 92-178, 85 Stat. 497, 562-575 
(December 10, 1971), as amended by the 
Debt Ceiling Act, P.L. 93-53, 87 Stat. 134, 
138-139 (July 1, 1973). 

date on which the party nominates its can
didate and ending 30 days after the election. 
Public funds will be available for candidates 
of other parties during the shortest period in 
which they are available to a candidate of a 
major party. 

13. Individuals or committees not author
ized by a candidate may not spend more than 
$1,000 during the campaign on behalf of the 
candidate of a party eligible for public funds. 

14. The program will be administered by 
the new Federal Election Commission, to be 
established by S. 372. A Congressional Elec
tion Campaign Fund Advisory Board is cre• 
ated to advise the Commission in the per
formance of its duties. 

15. The program will go into effect for the 
1976 Congressional elections. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I will 
end our colloquy on this matter at this 
time. I yield back whatever time I have 
remaining that was yielded to me for this 
purpose. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT OF SMALL 
BUSINESS ACT 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a mes
sage from the House of Representatives 
on s. 1672. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HUD
DLESTON) laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representa
tives to the bill (S. 1672) to amend the 
Small Business Act which was to strike 
out all after the enacting clause, and 
insert: 

AUTHORIZATION 

SECTION 1. Paragraph (4) of section 4(c) 
of the Small Business Act is amended-

(!) by striking out "$4,300,000,000" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$6,600,000,000"; 

(2) by striking out "$500,000,000" where 
it appears in clause (B) and inserting 1.n 
lieu thereof "$725,000,000"; 

(3) by striking out "$500,000,000" where 
it appears in clause (C) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$600,000,000"; and 

(4) by striking out "$350,000,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$475,000,000". 

LOANS TO MEET REGULATORY STANDARDS 

SEC. 2. (a) Section 7(b) (5) of the Small 
Business Act is amended to read as follows: 

"(5) to make such loans (either directly 
or in cooperation with banks or other lend
ing institutions through agreements to par
ticipate on an immediate or deferred basis) 
as the Administration may determine to be 
necessary or appropriate to assist any small 
business concern in effecting additions to or 
alterations in its plant, facilities, or methods 
of operation to meet requirements imposed 
on such concern pursuant to any Federal law, 
any State law enacted in conformity there
with, or any regulation or order of a duly 
authorized Federal, State, regional, or local 
agency issued in conformity with such Fed
eral law, if the Administration determines 
that such concern is likely to suffer sub
stantial economic injury without assistance 
under this paragraph: Provided, That the 
maximum loan made to any SJ:n.all business 
concern under this paragraph shall not ex
ceed the maximum loan which, under rules 
or regulations prescribed by the Adminis-

tration, may be made to any business enter
prise under paragraph ( 1) of this subsection; 
and". 

(b) (1) Section 7(b) (6) of the Small Busi
ness Act is repealed. 

(2) Paragraph (7) of such section 7(b) is 
redesignated as paragraph (6). 

(c) Section 28(d) of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970 (Public Law 
91-596) is amended by striking out "7(b) 
(6)" and inserting in lieu thereof "7(b) (5) ". 
(d) In no case shall the interest rate charged 

for loans to meet regulatory standards be 
lower than loans made in connection with 
physical disasters. 

CONFORMING TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

SEc. 3. (a) Subsection (g) of section 7 of 
the Small Business Act, as added by section 
3(b) of the Small Business Investment Act 
Amendments of 1972, is redesignated as sub
section (h) . 

(b) Subsection (c) of section 4 of the Small 
Business Act is amended by striking out 
"7(g)" each place it appears in paragraphs 
(1) (B), (2), and (4) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "7(h) ". 

DISASTER LOANS 

SEC. 4. (a) The second paragraph follow
ing the numbered paragraphs of section 
7(b) of the Small Business Act is amended 
by striking out "July 1, 1973," the first time 
it appears therein and inserting in lieu 
thereof "July 1, 1975,". 

. (b) Subparagraph (D) of the second para
graph following the numbered paragraphs of 
section 7 (b) of the Small Business Act is 
amended by striking out clauses (1) and (11) 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"with respect to a loan made in connection 
with a disaster occurring on or after April 
20, 1973, but prior to July 1, 1975·, and not
withstanding section 9 of Public Law 93-24, 
the Small Business Administration shall, at 
the option of the borrower, either cancel 
$2,500 of the loan and make the balance of 
such loan at an interest rate of 3 per centum 
per annum, or make the entire loan at an 
interest rate of 1 per centum per annum. 
In the event of the refinancing of a home or 
a business, the monthly payments after the 
refinancing shall in no case be lower than 
such payments prior to the disaster.". 

LIVESTOCK LOANS 

SEC. 5. Section 7(b) (4) of the Small Busi
ness Act is amended by inserting before the 
semicolon at the end thereof the following: 
": Provided, That loans under this paragraph 
include loans to persons who are engaged 
in the business of raising livestock (includ
ing but not limited to cattle, hogs, and poul
try), and who suffer substantial economic 
injury as a result of animal disease". 

EROSION ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 6. Section 7(b) (1) of the Small Busi
ness Act is amended by inserting "erosion 
directly related to a fiood, high water or tidal 
wave," immediately after "fioods,". 

LOANS FOR ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE IN 
BASE CLOSINGS 

SEc. 7. Section 7 (b) of the Small Business 
Act is amended by adding after paragraph 
(6) the following new paragraph: 

"(7) to make such loans (either directly or 
in cooperation with banks or other lending 
institutions through agreements to par
ticipate on an immediate or deferred basis) 
as the Administration may determine to be 
necessary or appropriate to assist any small 
business concern in continuing in business 
at its existing location, in reestablishing its 
business, in purchasing a new business, or in 
est ablishing a new business if the Adminis
tration determines that such concern has 
suffered or will suffer substantial economic 
injury as the result of the closing by the 
Federal Government of a major military in
stallation under the jurisdiction of the De
partment of Defense, or as a result of a severe 
reduction in the scope and size of operations 
at a major military installation." 
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ANNUAL REPORT ON STATE OF SMALL BUSINESS 

SEC. 

8. The first sentence of subsection (a) 

of section 10 of the Small Business Act and 

the first word of the second sentence of 

such subsection are amended to read as fol- 

lows: "The Administration shall, as soon as


practicable each calendar year make a com-

prehensive annual report to the President, 

the President of the Senate, and the Speaker 

of the House of Representatives. Such report 

shall include a description of the state of 

small business in the Nation and the several


States, and a description of the operations of


the Administration under this chapter, in-

cluding, but not limited to, the general lend- 

ing, disaster relief, Government regulation 

relief, procurement and property disposal,


research and development, technical assist-

ance, dissemination of data and information, 

and other functions under the jurisdiction of 

the Administration during the previous cal- 

endar year. Such report shall contain rec- 

ommendations for strengthening or improv- 

ing such programs, or, when necessary or 

desirable to implement more effectively Con- 

gressional policies and proposals, for estab- 

lishing new or alternative programs. In addi- 

tions, such". 

ANTI-DISCRIMINATION AMENDMENT 

SEC. 

9. Section 4(b) of the Small Business 

Act is amended by adding after "The Admin- 

istrator shall not engage in any other busi- 

ness, vocation, or employment than that of 

serving as Administrator." the following new 

sentence: "In carrying out the programs ad- 

ministered by the Small Business Adminis- 

tration, including its lending and guarantee- 

ing functions, the Administrator shall not 

discriminate against any person or small


business concern receiving assistance from 

the Small Business Administration based on 

sex, and the Small Business Administration 

shall give special consideration to veterans of


United States military service and the sur- 

vivors of their immediate families.". 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I move


that the Senate disagree to the amend- 

ment of the House on S. 1672 and ask for


a conference with the House on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 

and that the Chair be authorized to ap-

point the conferees on the part of the


Senate.


The motion was agreed to; and the Pre-

siding Officer appointed Mr. 

SPARKMAN, 

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. 

STEVENSON, Mr. CRAN- 

STON, Mr. TOWER, 

Mr. 

TAFT, 

and Mr. 

WEICKER 

conferees on the part of the 

Senate. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU- 

TINE MORNING BUSINESS TO- 

MORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that on tomor- 

row, after the two leaders or their desig- 

nees have been recognized under the 

standing order, there be a period for the 

transaction of routine morning business 

for not to exceed 30 minutes with state-

ments therein limited to 3 minutes.


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without


objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR THE SENATE TO PRO-

CEED TO CONSIDERATION OF S.


1560 TOMORROW


Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that following 

the transaction of routine morning busi- 

ness tomorrow, the Senate proceed to the 

consideration of S. 1560, the Emergency 

Employment Act of 1971. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered.


PROGRAM


Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

the program for tomorrow is as follows:


The Senate will convene at the hour 

of 10 a.m. There will be a period for the


transaction of routine morning business


for not to exceed 30 minutes, with the


usual limitation of 3 minutes on state-

ments.


At no later than 10:30 a.m., the Senate


will take up S. 1560, the public service


employment for unemployed persons


bill. Yea-and-nay votes may occur there-

on. 

At no later than 12:30 p.m., and pos- 

sibly earlier, the Senate will resume the 

consideration of S. 372, the campaign


reform bill. Yea-and-nay votes will occur


on amendments thereto.


ADJOURNMENT TO 10 A.M. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,


if there be no further business to come


before the Senate, I move in accordance


with the previous order that the Senate 

stand in adjournment until 10 a.m. to- 

morrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 6:49 

p.m., the Senate adjourned until tomor-

row, Thursday, July 26, 1973, at 10 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 

Senate July 25, 1973: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE


Melvin A. Hove, of Iowa, to be U.S. marshal


for the northern district of Iowa for the term


of 4 years. (Reappointment)


Isaac George Hylton, of Virginia, to be U.S.


marshal for the eastern district of Virginia


for the term of 4 years. (Reappointment)


J. Pat Madrid, of Arizona, to be U.S. mar-

shal for the district of Arizona for the term


of 4 years. (Reappointment)


DEPARTMENT OF STATE


Thomas R. Byrne, of Pennsylvania, a For-

eign Service officer of class 1, to be Ambas-

sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of


the United States of America to Norway.


U.S. POSTAL SERVICE


John Y . Ing, of Hawaii, to be a Governor


of the U.S. Postal Service for the term expir-

ing December 8, 1981. (Reappointment)


IN THE 

Am 

FORCE


The following officer under the provisions


of title 10, United States Code, section 8066,


to be assigned to 

a 

position of importance


and responsibility designated by the Presi-

dent under subsection 

(a) 

of section 8066,


in grade as follows:


To be general


Lt. Gen. Samuel C. Phillips,            FR


(major general, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air


Force.


Brig. Gen. Harold R. Vague,            FR,


for promotion to the grade of major general


and for appointment as the Judge Advocate


General, U.S. Air Force, under the provisions


of chapter 839 and section 8072, title 10 of


the United States Code.


IN THE ARMY


The following-named officer under the pro-

visions of title 10, United States Code, 

section


3066, 

to be assigned 

to a 

position of im-

portance and responsibility designated by the


President under subsection (a) of section


3066, in grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. W illiam Edward Potts,        

    , U.S. Army.


THE JUDICIARY


Joseph T. Sneed, of California, to be a U.S.


Circuit Judge, ninth circuit, vice Frederick


G. Hamley, retired.


CONFIRMATION


Executive nomination confirmed by


the Senate July 25, 1973:


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR


Julius Shiskin, of M aryland, to be Com-

missioner of Labor Statistics, U.S. D epart-

ment of Labor, for a term of 4 years.


(The above nomination was approved sub-

ject to the nominee's commitment to re-

spond to requests to appear and testify be-

fore any duly constituted committee of the


Senate.)


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS


A CONGRESSMAN'S MAILBAG—A


LINK WITH CONSTITUENTS 

HON. WILLIAM M. KETCHUM 

OF CALIFORNIA


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES


Wednesday, Ju ly 25, 1973 

Mr. KETCHUM. Mr. Speaker, I am


pleased to call to the attention of the


Congress today a newspaper article


which appeared in the Daily-News Post


and Monrovia News Post. The subject of


the article is our esteemed colleague and


my personal friend, Congressman JOHN 

ROUSSELOT 

of San Marino, Calif. 

Congressman 

ROUSSELOT is an ener- 

getic and dedicated individual who 

exemplifies the very 

essence
 of public 

service in America today. A man of tire- 

less energy, he serves the people of Cali-

fornia's 24th Congressional District in


an exemplary manner. I personally re-

spect the advice and counsel of 

JOHN


ROUSSELOT and appreciate his assistance


during my first 7 months in Congress.


Within the California congressional dele-

gation, 

JOHN 

commands the respect and


admiration of his colleagues and is con-

sidered one of the delegation leaders.


The following article is a compliment


to Congressman 

ROUSSELOT and his per-

formance 

as a Member of Congress:


THREE HUNDRED LETTERS A WEEK—A CON-

GRESSMAN'S MAILBAG-A LINK  WITH CON-

STITUENTS


(By Andrew Knox)


Congressman John Rousselot receives every


kind of letter you can image. They are let-

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-...
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